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ABSTRACT
The results of documentary research and archaeological survey and testing of the riverbank area at
Fort Frederica National Monument, St. Simons Island, Georgia, are described. Carried out by the Jeffrey L.
Brown Institute of Archaeology in August of 1983, the fieldwork consisted of a systematic transect survey,
intensive hand excavation of judgementally placed test units, and excavation of a test trench to locate suspected earthworks. A combined total of 45.25 square meters of surface area was investigated using this
approach. Survey and testing was necessitated by planned anti-erosion measures along the riverbank that
will result in subsurface disturbances to the archaeological record.
Materials recovered from 75 half-meter test pits and 5 test units that measured 2 x 2 m consisted
of 6592 artifacts and 6824.5 g of bone; 15 interpretable features were identified. Artifact deposition and
feature occurrence was found to be curtained primarily in a 30 m section of the project area. This same
area shows evidence of extensive alteration and redeposition. Analysis of temporally-sensitive artifacts
indicates that most of the ceramics were deposited in the last quarter of the 18th century through the first
quarter of the 19th century. The documentary and archaeological data generated from this site were used to
address research questions concerning the presence and condition of artifacts and features in the project
area; definition of trash disposal behavior; definition of settlement patterning; patterning in colonial and
postcolonial material culture; and the refinement of a model of coastal resource utilization. Direct
comparisons with artifact assemblages from Frederica and other sites in the Southeast were mode in order
to place the riverbank results in both a local and regional research perspective.
Based on the results of the documentary research and fieldwork, it is concluded that the planned
riverbank erosion control project will have no adverse impact on the archaeological record present in the
project area. it is recommended, however, that any construction ectivites be monitored by a qualified
archaeologist or trained National Park Service employee. Suggestions for future problem-oriented
documentary end archaeological research at Frederica are offered.
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Chapter 1
I NT RODUCT ION
Project Background
Fort Frederica National Monument, located on St. Simons Island, Georgia, has been the focus of
considerable documentary and archaeological research over the last 35 years. Diverse archaeological
approaches have been adopted by a succession of field workers at this British colonial site, each with his or
her own motivations and methods, resulting in a large corpus of data that varies in content as well as
quality. Much of the fieldwork carried out at Frederica has revolved around two main goals: (1) locating
and exposing colonial building foundations, and (2) recovering museum-quality artifacts (Deegan 1975).
These traditional goals were thought to be directly related to the interpretative orientation of the National
Park Service of maintaining and presenting this National Monument site to the public. Although the
anthropological significance of Frederica's archaeological resources was also explored by Charles
Fairbanks' initial work at the Hawkins-Davison houses (1956), it was not until the 1970s, when several
Fairbanks-inspired students began to carry out systematic archaeological studies, that an anthropological
orientation again emerged at Frederica (Deegan 1972, 1975; Honerkamp 1975, 1980, 1982; Reitz and
Honerkamp 1983). Although not explicitly concerned with interpretation per se, much of this latter
research is in fact well-suited for providing the public with an accurate and meaningful appreciation of
the Park's archaeological and historical resources (e.g., Honerkamp 1977).
The research documented in this report was stimulated not by the traditional "r econstruction of the
colonial town and fort" approach, with its emphasis on discovering foundations and displayable artifacts,
nor solely by the anthropological concerns of Fairbanks, Deegan, and Honerkamp, although it takes
considerable inspiration from the latter. Rather, the principal aim of the present study is to meet specific
cultural resource management (CRM) objectives. The primary purpose of our research is to determine the
presence, condition, and extent of archaeological resources in the riverbank area of Frederica, and to
assess the significance of these resources. This project was necessitated by a proposed NPS riverbank
stabilization program which would involve possible disturbance to or destruction of the archaeological
record in the riverbank area. In accordance with federal guidelines relating to the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 (as amended in 1980), it was necessary to obtain sufficient data to determine
whether the stabilization program would have any adverse effects on the archaeological remains, and if se,
to determine how these impacts might be avoided, minimized, or mitigated.
This report, then, presents the results of archaeological and documentary research relating to the
riverbank area at Frederica. While the discovery level of research was emphasized during this
CRM-oriented project, it should be noted that the assessment of "significance" of archaeological phenomena
is commonly made by reference to an explicit, problem-oriented research design. Ideally, this research
design should embrace regional as well as site-specific questions (Raab and Klinger 1977:633), and such
a two-fold approach was attempted during the Frederica riverbank project.
Project Setting and Location
Situated on a low bluff adjacent to the Frederica River, Fort Frederica is located on the western edge
of St. Simons Island ( Figure 1). Approximately 6.4 km of an extensive salt marsh-esturine system
separates this barrier island from the mainland to the west. Maritime live oak forests and stands of pine
compose the major plant communities on the island. The bluff bordering the Frederica River is part of an
ancient marine terrace (the Princess Ann Formation) which posseses soils assigned by Rigdon and Green
(1980) to the Cainhoy association. In terms of human habitation, the well-drained, fine sand
characteristics associated with most relict marine terraces on the Georgia coast contrast in several
favorable ways with the non-ecotone areas of the island and mainland interiors. For instance, recent work
by McMichael (1980), Miller et al. (1983), Smith (1982), and Smith et al. (1984) has convincingly
demonstrated strong correlations between well-drained soil types and the presence of prehistoric

archaeological sites. One advantage of the ecological setting at Frederica is the relatively higher soil
fertility of the bluff area when compared to the surrounding Mandarin, Pelham, Pottsburg, and Rutlege
soils (Rigdon and Oreen 1980: sheet 26). That this advantage was recognized by the
prehistoric- protohistoric and historic residents of the island is indicated by the following description of
Frederica's environment, made in 1744 by Francis Moore ( 1840:115-116):
Frederica is situated in the island of St. Simons, in the middle of an Indian field, where our
people found thirty or forty acres of land cleared by them. The ground is about nine or ten
foot above high water mark, and level for about a mile into the island ... The open ground
upon which the town stands, is bounded by a little wood to the east, on the other side of
which is a large Savannah of above two hundred acres, where there is fine food for cattle.
To the South, is a little wood of red bay trees, live oaks, and other usual timber which is
reserved for the public service. In the fort also are some fine large oaks preserved for
shade. To the north are woods, where the people have leave to cut for fire and building, for
all that side is intended to be cleared. To the west is the river, and the marshes beyond it
as I said before. The soil is a rich sand mixed with garden mould, the marshes are clay. In
all places where they have tried, they find fresh water within nine foot of the surface. The
grass in the Indian old field was good to cut into turf which was useful in sodding the fort

Corroboration of Moores "Indian field" designation is seen in the presence of aboriginal ceramics at every
thoroughly analyzed site reported for Frederica (Deegan 1972, 1975; Honerkamp 1975, 1980),
although clearly recognizable late prehistoric wares seem to be absent.
In addition to its soil characteristics, Frederica's location was advantageous due to the presence and
configuration of the adjacent river. The Frederica River was used throughout the colonial period as a
primary transportation route; large-draft ships could successfuly negotiate its deep channel and offload
directly at the settlement The narrow, winding channel formed a U-shaped bend at Frederica which, given
18th century military technology, was of considerable strategic value: enemy warships approaching the
settlement were unable to turn broadside until they were well within reach of the fort's shore batteries
(Cate 1943:117; Menucy 1962:7). Several miles of impassable marsh also afforded protection for the
western approach to the settlement (see Figure 2).
Although the right angle bend of the Frederica River offered the town's early inhabitants a military
advantage, it was also responsible for the continual erosion of part of the bluff area. The original spurwork
and southwest bastion of the fort, located as they were on the outer edge of the river's U-shaped curve,
were constantly threatened by tidal erosion from the 1740s on (Menucy 1962:90). A significant portion
of the original fort enclosure was washed away prior to NPS stabilization efforts in the 1940s. South of
the fort, the growth of large live oaks near the river's edge has inhibited the development of protective
cordgrass, which requires shadeless environments. Over the years the dumping of brush and leaves along
the riverbank by NPS groundskeepers, originally done in order to "slow down" the erosion proem, has
ironically also retarded volunteer growth of cordgrass (0AI Consultants 1983). Measures proposed to
establish stands of cordgrass along eroded portions of the riverbank had the potential for disturbing the
archaeological record, requiring a CRM assessment of the affected area.
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Management Summary
Fieldwork was carried out by the Jeffrey L. Brown Institute of Archaeology during a three-week
period in August, followed by 12 weeks of analysis, artifact conservation, and report preparation
activities at the Institute. Project PI was Nicholas Honerkamp, Director of the Institute of Archaeology.
Excluding secretarial help, a total of 2190 person-hours was devoted to the riverbank research, of which
1240 were expended during the fieldwork. Using a multistage approach involving a systematic transrxt
survey, intensive hand excavation, and trenching to locate possible buried earthworks, 45.25 square
meters of surface area was investigated A total of 18 features was recorded in the project area, and 6894
artifacts were recovered from subsurface contexts.
Based on the results of the testing program, no significant archaeological remains are considered to be
threatened by the riverbank stabilization program, although monitoring by a qualified archaeologist is
recommended during the construction project due to the presence of high artifact densities in certain areas
of the riverbank. Proposed recommendations concerning future research at Frederica are designed to
provide the NPS with an improved and more comprehensive interpretive program, based on an
anthropological orientation which combines documentary and archaeological lines of evidence.
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Chapter 2
RESEARCH DESIGN
Introduction
The research design of an archaeological project should explicitly state two things: (1) what
questions are being asked about the site, and (2) what data are required to answer the questions. Also
included in the research design are the field and laboratory methods used to generate the data. As noted in
the previous section, problem selection for the present study was based on a number of factors, including
CRM requirements, previous research at Frederica, and the particular research interests (biases) of the
authors. Before specifying the research questions and data requirements of the Frederica riverbank
project, it is necessary to present a brief outline of Frederica's history, followed by a summary of the
previous research undertaken at the colonial fort and town.
Historical Overview
Only a general discussion of Frederica's history which concentrates on the temporal, demographic,
and functional characteristics of the settlement will be attempted in this section. For more in-depth
studies, the reader is referred to Honerkemp (1975, 1980), Ivers (1974), Jones (1878), Manucy
( 1960, 1962), and Reese ( 1969).
Frederica was envisioned from its inception in 1736 as the primary focus of a string of British
defensive outposts extending south along the intercoastai waterway from Savannah to Fort George Island,
Florida. Besides protecting an important coastal transportation route, this network was created to defend
against Spanish incursions from St. Augustine. Eventually ( in 1740) the fortified settlement of Frederica
was to function as a staging point for a major military campaign against St. Augustine. Thus, a compelling
reason for the town's creation was as a military legitimization of the British effort to colonize Georgia and
the Carolinas, both of which were claimed by a competing state power.
Besides its strategic location, the military orientation of the settlement is emphasized by its spatial
arrangement. The 35-acre area of the town was completely enclosed by a ditch and pallisade; bastions on
each corner of the town's enclosure provided covering fire against any direct assault on the earthworks or
the main gate. Extending west from the main gate to the fort was Broad Street, which bisected the town into
north and south wards. Although the number of residential lots in each ward is uncertain (Gann 1981), the
overall arrangement and locations of many of the lots and house foundations have been established through
archaeological and historical research. The same can be said for numerous military features both inside
and outside the fort. The riverbank section of the town south of the fort is shown on the 1796 Miller map
to have possessed a defensive rampart. This same map depicts a guardhouse located between the rampart
and Lot 42 in the South Ward, as well as a bastion on the southwest corner of the town perimeter. By way
of contrast the 1736 Ausburger map, which Gann (1981:4) believes to be more accurate than the Miller
map, shows no guardhouse near the riverbanle, instead there is a series of small lots, each measuring
approximately 30 by 60 feet, between the riverbank and the regular town lots. This area is referred to as
"the Strand" and was apparently designated for residential use, although no occupants are listed for these
reduced parcels.
Besides the military contingent, comprised of a 600-man regiment, Frederica's inhabitants
originally consisted of 40 civilian families which included a diversity of skilled craftsmen and tradesmen.
According to the plan devised by the Trustees in England, the heed of each of each colonial family was
expected to weer several hats, including serving in the militia, engaging in subsistence farming, and
practicing a skilled trade. Although this idealized view of the the role of the Georgia colonist was
well-suited to the Mother Country's mercantilistic exploitation of the New World, it had little
correspondence to the requirements of frontier life (Reese 1963), and this was certainly the case at
Frederica. Few, if any, of the town's residents were self-sufficient; instead, most depended on the charity
of the Trust for basic necessities. The economic foundation of the town rested on the Regiment, specifically
in providing the soldiers with various goods and services, but apparently even this steady source of income
5

was not substantial enough to provide stability and growth for the town. Based on en analysis of data
presented in A List of the Eerly Settlers of Oeorgie (Coulter and Saye 1949), Honerkamp has
remarked on the high turnover rate for Frederica's inhabitants (1980:50-52), noting that this
phenomenon is largely ignored in most historical reconstructions and interpretations. Recent historical
studies which utilize newly-discovered maps and censuses of the colonial town tend to confirm this
assessment (Berndt 1981; Gann 1981), as well as illustrating the problems inherent in particularistic
reconstructions of Frederica. The archaeological implications of this seemingly steady "cycling" of site
occupants will be discussed below.
Buttressed by an "artificial prosperity" created by the Regimental payroll, Frederica compared
favorably to other Georgia settlements during the 1740s (Davis 1976:6). As with contemporary
descriptions for other localities in the colony, conditions in the town are described in either glowing or
dismal terms, depending on the observers feelings for the Trust's policies concerning restrictions on land
ownership and inheritance, the prohibition against rum, and especially the prohibition against the use of
slave labor in the colony (Ready 1976; Reese 1973; Wood 1979). Whether in support or opposition to the
Trust's policies, however, most sources affirm the importance of the military presence to the town
economy, prompting Honerkamp to conclude that "the economic endeavors of Frederica's inhabitants were
limited toe narrow range of activities that focussed on servicing and supplying the Regiment" (1980:49).
Following the removal of the Regiment and its attendant "artificial prosperity," the town's civilian
population was rapidly reduced (Jones 1878:124-125). Documentary evidence concerning the
post-1750 occupations is ambiguous but does seem to indicate that the town was only sparsely settled
Besides the closing of the town storehouse in 1751, a major fire (in 1758) "wasted nearly all of the town
that time had spared" (Stevens 1847:446). A small military contingent, present during the 1750s and
1760s, attempted to repair various parts of the fortifications. Indeed, Berndt (1981) is of the opinion
that this period saw the actual construction of the King's Magazine. Since such a construction effort would
require a fairly substantial military occupation at Frederica alter the initial British occupation, his
hypothesis will be examined in detail.
Berndt presents three arguements in support of his conclusion concerning the "late" construction date
for the magazine. First, he points out that prior to 1762 there is next to nothing in the way of
documentation on the presence, let alone the construction, of the magazine. Berndt even goes so far as to
state that "Not one single solitary word can be attributed to its construction or description" by
contemporary sources during Frederica's heyday (1981:6). We admit that this dearth of references
concerning the tabby magazine is curious and requires explanation. However, as with most blanket
statements, Berndt's can be demolished by a single reference to the contrary. This was provided in 1878
by the historian C.C. Jones, who quotes a 1743 description by an "intelligent traveller" (probably Edward
Kimber) who stated that Frederica "is defended by a pretty strong Fort of recopy which has several 18
Pounders mounted on a Ravel in in its front" (1878:121). Of course, this passage does not "prove" that the
tabby fort (or magazine) existed in 1743, but it does suggest this possibility. Second, documentary
sources cited (although not referenced) by both Berndt and Reece (1969) indicate that the magazine was
definitely present at Frederica in 1762. In our opinion this evidence provides no compelling reason to
affirm the consequent: that the magazine was not built prior to 1762. Finally, Berndt observes that the
tabby composition and color of the barracks and mvine foundations are dissimilar. He therefore
concludes. "It would appear that if the two structures were built at the same time by the same people using
similar techniques, then both structures should be alike in all respects" (1981:7). Such a conclusion
assumes en astonishing degree of cultural and behavioral consistency and conservatism on the part of
Frederica's inhabitants, not to mention the availability of great quantities of extremely homogenous
natural resources. That the two structures could also date to the 1736-1749 period without being built
"at the same time" is self-evident, at lest to archaeologists. Suffice it to say that Berndt has not
convincingly demonstrated a 1762 construction date for the magazine, although he has certainly presented
an intriguing hypothesis that is worthy of testing by future archaeologists and historians.
Most sources indicate that the military presence at Frederica after 1750 was a modest one. Despite
the improvements to the fort made in the early 1760s, by 1767 the garrison stationed there consisted
only of a "Corporal and 9 Privates" (Candler 1904-37:XIV, 413), while another estimate for the same
6

year puts the total at "5 or 6 men" ( Mid:476). In 1773 the colony's royal governor, Sir James Wright,
mentioned that this small regiment had disbanded in 1767 (Jones 1878:128), although his memory may
have been faulty on this point: in 1768 it is recorded that he ordered James Graham "be appointed to
receive the Pay due for Barrack Necessaries to the Garrison at Frederica =siting of Eight Privates"
(Candler 1904-37:X, 515). Land speculation was common following the demise of the town, with
numerous deed transfers recorded for the town lots during the third quarter of the 18th century. Jones
mentions that there were still inhabitants (most likely civilians) at the town in 1777, although he also
claims that "spoilations and devastations" of British troops during the Revolutionary War had left little in
the town other than "burnt houses and heaps of ruin" (1878:132). That this description may have also
applied to the town in the years immediately preceding the war is indicated by William Bartram's
observation, made in 1774, that what had once been "a very considerable Town" was "now almost in ruins"
( 1943:145).
According to Bartow's "Memoir of Frederica," which is otherwise marred by errors of fact and
interpretation, Aaron Burr described Frederica in 1804 in the following terms:
Frederica, now known as Old Town, was about fifty years ago a very gay place, consisting
perhaps of twenty-five or thirty houses. The walls of several of them still remain. Three
or four families only now reside there. . . . At present nothing can be more gloomy than
what was once Frederica The few families now remaining, or rather residing there, for
they are all newcomers, have a sickly, melonchaly appearance, well assorted with the
ruins which surround them (Bartow 1917:349).
This contemporary description follows on the heels of considerable efforts by the State to revive the town
(Jones 1878:132-135) and emphasizes the ultimate failure of these efforts to arrest Frederica's decline.
In the files of the Margaret Davis Cate Collection there are four names listed for Frederica from the
1820 U.S. Census, while Jones provides us with a footnote concerning an observation made in 1829: *The
Fort is gone to decay, but there are ten houses in the village" (1878:135). Three descriptions of Frederica
for the year 1839 are available: Bartow stated that three families were residing there (1917:349);
Fanny Kemble noted but two standing houses among the town ruins (1961:349); and John Sprague
recorded that "a sociable old farmer and his family reside there" (White 1957:189). Writing at about the
same time, Thomas Spalding, a reliable contemporary observer who lived on the island, mentioned the
reuse of tabby and brick from Frederica in the construction of other buildings on St. Simons (Spalding
1840:258).
Primary documentation regarding Frederica's occupants after this date is rare. Chain of title data,
which was not generated during the present study, may contain additional information on 19th century land
use patterns. For the present, however, site-specific data Is lacking. We can say only that other than
serving as the location for a limited number of residential occupations ( including one directly on top of the
remains of the fort), the town area was used primarily for agricultural persuits up through the 20th
century. In addition, an orphanage (the Dodge Home) was built in the South Ward during the last quarter of
the 19th century. Following its purchase by the Fort Frederica Association in 1943, the town and fort
property came under the administration of the National Park Service two years later when it was
established as a National Monument.
Previous Research
Documentary Research
Documentary research at Frederica can be divided into two distinct phases. The initial phase stems
from the lifelong efforts of Margaret Davis Cate, who accumulated a considerable body of historical data
relating to the colonial fort and town. Together with the results of archaeological excavations, this
7

relating to the colonial fort and town. Together with the results of archaeological excavations, this
information was summarized by Manucy (1960) into an extensive and detailed documentary
reconstruction of the colonial period at Frederica, which has until recently provided the primary
reference for interpretative programs at the Park. Two key sources form the documentary foundation for
the Cate-Manucy model: the 1796 Miller map, which contains lot numbers for the north and south wards,
and Coulter and Saye's compilation of residency data recorded in the Egmont Papers (1949). Although
Manucy and subsequent researchers have noted inconsistencies, omissions and outright errors present in
both of these sources, it was not until George Berndt began an intensive critical review of the Frederica
documentation that the earlier model began to be seriously questioned. Motivated in part by a complete lack
of correspondence between the archaeological assemblage from en excavated town lot in the south ward and
the documented history of the same lot (Honerkamp 1980:60-61), Berndt began to suspect that the Miller
map was substantially in error. Supported by additional maps and a mid-1740 census of the town, he and
Gann (1981) proposed a major revision to the Frederica interpretative program, and it is these recent
efforts that are considered to form the second phase of historical research at the Park. As Gann has
indicated (1981:11-12), this phase has barely begun, and considerably more documentary work is needed
to clarify questions of colonial lot residency, ownership, and use at Frederica.
Archaeological Research
Archaeological research et the Perk up until 1975 has been summarized by Deegan (1975). The
primary objectives for the initial excavations were: (1) to orient the colonial town features on the
present landscape, (2) to expose colonial features having interpretive value, and (3) to locate sites near
and in the fort area. These objectives, which were formalized by Fairbanks and Cate in 1951, were used to
structure subsequent archaeological and documentary research over the next two years (Deegan
1975:7-8). Over 30 additional excavations were carried out after 1953, but the objectives for these
projects were never made explicit. They seem to have been aimed primarily at uncovering foundations
along Broad Street and in the western half of the north ward. With the exception of Fairbanks' excavation of
the Hawkins-Davison houses, detailed provenience and artifact quantification data were generally absent
from the later site reports, when such reports were produced at all.
Few projects appear to have been undertaken in the vicinity of the riverbank in the south ward. In an
undated manuscript that was probably produced in 1958, Shiner describes extensive tabby foundations
uncovered in the approximate location of the guard house shown on the Miller map. On the basis of its
unusual floorplan (three equal-sized rooms), its location with respect to the Miller map, and a rather
ambiguous artifact assemblage, Shiner concluded that the structure functioned as a guardhouse or some
other type of public structure (1958:4). According to the Ausburger map, the Oglethorpe plan, and the
Hawkins map and census, however, the area presumedly excavated by Shiner corresponds to the location
known as the Strand. The partial artifact inventory reported for the site--colonial asramics, a
preponderance of straight pins, and two bars of "pig leaf --is more typical of a tailoring shop than a
guardhouse (see South 1977:102-103). The only other archaeological investigation in the vicinity of the
riverbank was carried out in 1983 by NPS archaeologists (Jack Walker 1984: personal communication).
Consisting of backhoe testing to locate the southwest bastion of the town, the results of this project were
not available at the time the present report was being prepared.
In the town area two problem-oriented excavations have occured within the last 10 years. Following
the "backyard archaeology" approach proposed by Fairbanks (1977), the excavation of the Hird Site in the
north ward was aimed at investigating back-lot features in order to reconstruct the day-to-day behavior
of the colonial residents ( Honerkamp 1975, 1977; Honerkamp and Reitz 1983; Reitz and Honerkamp
1983). Numerous museum-quality artifacts were also recovered during this research which were
successfully incorporated into the Park's interpretative program. Due to inconsistencies in the
documentary record, the approach used by Honerkamp (1980) at the Patterson Site ( later designated the
Dobree Site, and according to Gann's revisions actually the Ember Site) concentrated on addressing
questions that were independent of the frustrating variety of particularistic interpretations of the site's
8

history. This study attempted to excavate an entire colonial lot and was characterized by complete
quantification of the artifact assemblage found. With this approach Honerkamp was able to define spatial,
temporal, and functional parameters for the site; to test the applicability of the Pattern Recognition
method espoused by Stanley South (1977); to define on-site trash disposal practices; and to correlate
socioeconomic differences between the residents of three sites at Frederica with differences in dietary
components ( Honerkamp 1982).
Summary of Previous Research
It is clear from this review that almost all previous research efforts at Frederica, whether dirt- or
document-based, have been concerned exclusively with the pre-1750 occupation of the town. With the
exception of Berndt's discussion on the construction date for the megeeine and some miscellaneous
materials in the Cate Collection, this temporal bias has been complete. An example of the effect that the
preoccupation with the first half of the 18th century has had on the interpretation of artifact assemblages
is seen in Deagan's analysis of the Hawkins-Davison materials (1972). A substantial percentage (13.32)
of the total ceramic inventory associated with this site consisted of refined earthenwares that were not
produced until the 1760s and later, yet the implications that this might have concerning a possible
multicomponent contribution to the formation of the archaeological record are not explored. Although
Honerkamp encountered substantially smaller percentages of "late" ceramics, he also took a synchronic
approach to the interpretation of what may be a diachronic body of data
The net result of this pervasive temporal bias has been to produce an asymetric research base in
which a greet deal more is known about Frederica's first 15 years of existence than for the 200 years that
followed. At present it is impossible to evaluate the research potential of the post-1750 archaeological
resources that may be available at Frederica due to a systematic exclusion of these data from serious
consideration. In addition to gaining a diachronic perspective on Frederica's past, a basic understanding of
the later occupations is needed in order to identify site formation processes that have affected the targeted
18th century archaeological record.
Research Coals and Methodolocre
The goals of the riverfront survey and testing project were formulated using the historical,
archaeological, and CRM considerations noted above. The goals can be divided into two distinct categories,
both of which posers interpretative utility: those that involve site-specific questions and those of a more
general or regional nature. At the site-specific level of research the following objectives and data
requirements were defined
1) definition of the presence and extent of archaeological remains in the impacted area of the
riverfront. This discovery phase of the project required basic presence-absence
information on subsurface artifacts end features. Determining the horizontal and vertical
extent of these remains could be accomplished through the application of a systematic
survey procedure (for the former) and systematic test pitting (for the latter), as
described in the next chapter.
2) targeting specific 18th century features for intensive testing. As specified in the
contracting agency's RFP, evidence of the colonial guardhouse, wharf, and southwest
bastion could be present In the project area. A review of the existing documentary and
archaeological data relating to these features was required and, if needed, further testing
for architectural remains or earthworks would then be carried out.
3) definition of trash disposal behavior. The extent to which the riverbank area was used as a
locus for terrestrial, rather than "river thrown" refuse disposal could be determined
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through systematic survey and testing. Of special interest to us was the contrasts, if any,
between the colonial and post-colonial practices at Frederica and at other
contemporaneous urban and rural sites ( e.g., Honerkamp 1975, 1980, 1984;
Honerkamp, Council, and Fairbanks 1983; Smith and Honerkamp 1976). This type of
behavioral information is in most cases only available from the archaeological record
because it consists of the trash itself (artifacts) as well as trash-related features used for
disposal. Documentary records on refuse disposal practices are virtually non-existant
4) definition of settlement patterning. While the documents indicate few if any structures
were located near the riverbank during the first half of the 18th century, the settlement
patterning of later periods was apparently altered due to substantial demographic and
functional changes at the site. In the absence of the frontier constraints present prior to
1750, the riverfront probably provided an attractive location for households. This
hypothesis could be tested through systematic survey for datable architectural remains.
At the general level of research, the following objectives were defined:
5) testing the applicability of a regional model of resource utilization. Recent work by Reitz
and Honerkamp ( 1983, 1984) has been aimed at defining and testing the temporal,
spatial, and cultural parameters of what they have termed the coastal adaptation model of
resource utilization. This would require the recovery of substantial, well-preserved
faun& remains from coherent archaeological contexts.
6) testing aspects of South's Pattern Recognition approach. Materials from Frederica are well
suited to this task, as they conform closely to the temporal and ethnic variables used to
define the various distributional and relational patterns proposed by South. Tightly dated
artifact collections are required to meet this objective.
The final goal of the project was to assess the significance of the archaeological resources present in the
study area This assessment would depend upon the suitability of the data base for addressing the problem
domains listed above. The specific field techniques and procedures used to generate the Frederica riverbank
data are presented in the next chapter.
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Chapter 3
FIELDWORK
Method°loov and Techniques
The archaeological reconnaisance and testing strategy implemented at the site consisted of four types
of operations, the principal field technique being systematic test pitting on a surveyed grid system. A large
number of small, systematically-placed test pits has been found to be an efficient survey methodology at
the discovery level of research on the Southeastern coastal plain. At Frederica, this survey phase consisted
of the excavation of 50 x 50 cm test pits, the fill from which was quarter-inch screened to standardize
artifact recovery (Figure 3). The test pits were normally placed 5 m apart in east-west rows or
transects, from north to south along the riverfront. In a few cases the presence of large trees necessitated
a slightly larger interval or else an offset placement from the transect line. Test pits in the transacts were
numbered from west to east. Three to four test pits, depending on shoreline configurations, comprised each
transect; each transect was spaced 10 m apart. The area surveyed encompasses ca. 240 m x 20 m and
extends from the south end of the riprap near the King's Magazine to the south property line of the Park.
Where the transect tests revealed features or apparent artifact concentrations, larger test units were
excavated (Figure 4). During the testing phase, five numbered test units measuring 2 x 2 m were hand
excavated and screened to sterile; all of these units were situated between transects 3 and 9. In two cases,
the 2 m squares incorporated 50 cm test pits within their boundaries.
The test pits and test units were horizontally integrated by a transit surveyed metric grid which was
tied into a series of 10 concrete survey monuments erected by GAI , inc., during their shoreline
engineering survey. The archaeological grid north was measured to be 7 degrees, 25 minutes east of north.
Vertical controls for the 50 cm tests were relative to local ground surface. Temporary transit stations
were erected to furnish vertical control for the test unit excavations. Transit Station 's' 1 served Test Unit
1 and had a datum plain 1.93 in above the elevation of the U. S. Coastal and Geodesic marker near the King's
Magazine. Transit Station #2 was set up for Test Units 2 through 5 and had a datum plain 1.66 m above the
U.S.C.G. marker.
A single hand-excavated, unscreened test trench was dug along the south property line of the Park. As
shown in Figure 5, the 6x lx I in trench provided a stretigraphic profile view of a possible
colonial-period earthen feature suspected for this area (the southwest bastion). The fourth type of
archaeological operation at the site consisted of a restricted-area surface collection from a 4 x 2 in section
of the riverbank, in the vicinity of Transects 8 and 9. The purpose of this controlled collection was to
provide quantification on the amount of material eroding out of the riverbank at this point.
Data from the 50 cm transect test pits were recorded on standard forms which included sketches of
soil strata, Munsell soil color descriptions, volume counts on architectural debris, etc. Test units were
described in detail in narrative-style notes. Planviews and profile drawings of the 2 in test units were
executed as scale drawings; Munsell soil color descriptions were included in the captions of both.
Black-and-white and color photography recorded features, pit floors, profiles, etc., as well as
documenting work-in-progress themes. Caption sheets were maintained which identified subject matter
by roll and frame number; along with the proof sheets for the black-and-whites, they were filed with the
photographic materials.
While stratigraphic or other contexturel distinctions within each 50 cm test were sometimes made,
in general only one field specimen or discrete provenience collection was obtained from each transect test.
Field specimens (artifact collections) were assigned numbers in a single site-wide sequence, from FS 1 to
FS 126. Architectural debris (bricks, shell, etc.) or other construction related debris (such as asphalt)
was quantified by volume and discarded in the field Soil samples were collected from selected provenience✓
for fine screening to recover small faunal and botanical remains. All subsurface tests were carried to
sterile and were beckfilled upon completion.
In all, 79 test pits on 25 transects were excavated, along with 5 test units and a single search trench.
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A total of 45.25 m2 ( nearly 1%) of the ca. 4800 m2 study area was excavated. The locations of all tests
are shown in Figure 6. The study area consisted primarily of improved sod cover with large trees
providing occasional impediments to the survey grid and extensive roots in the subsurface tests. The
southern 35 m of the site was heavily overgrown with trees and brush (see Figures 3 and 5).
Survey Results
Using the reconnaisance techniques described above, one section of the project area was found to
contain high artifact frequencies and weights. A notable increase in artifacts occurred in Transects 6
through 9; thereafter, artifact recovery appeared to drop sharply. Although quantification of the
archaeological materials was not attempted in the field, later analysis confirmed the validity of this field
impression. Table 1 provides frequencies of pre-20th century ceramics and bottle glass, as well a bone
weights, for all the transects. A total of 65.9% of the ceramics, 40.8% of the bottle glass, and 64.5% of
the bone recovered during the survey is associated with only 4 (i.e., Transects 6 through 9) of the 25
transects. This nonrandom distribution was also noted for other artifact classes. Graphical representations
of these data in the form of SYMAP distribution maps merely confirmed the obvious. The seemingly
elevated frequencies and weights for the first three transects are a function of sample size, rather than
absolute artifact densities: these three transects each contain four, rather than three test pits. When this
difference is taken into account, the first three transects are seen to possess relatively low artifact
densities. Only Transect 4 seems to contradict the unimodal tendency of artifact distribution at the
riverfront (see Table 1). It should be noted, however, that a single test pit (4-2) is responsible for most
of this transect variability; adjacent tests were nearly devoid of artifacts, indicating a highly
circumscribed artifact distribution for this transect.
Several features were noted during the survey, with the most prominent consisting of a linear trench
identified in Test Pit 3-3, and a possible trash pit present in Test Pit 7-3. These features were considered
to be of sufficient interest to expand the 50 x 50 cm pits into 2 x 2 m test units, as described below.
Testing Results
Based on the data generated during the survey phase of the fieldwork, four of the five units excavated
during the subsequent testing phase were situated in the vicinity of Transects 6 through 9 (Figure 6). In
general, the specific placement of the units was intended to define the extent of significant features and to
clarify the nature of the single, circumscribed area of heavy artifact occurrence along the riverfront.
Test Unit 1
Incorporating Test Pit 3-3 in its southwest corner, Test Unit 1 measured 2 x 2 m and was opened to
expose and identify a deep cultural feature designated Feature 2. When first encountered, this feature was
thought to be a possible footing trench for a pallisade or some other type of post-construction fence. Field
Specimen 82 was opened for Zone 1, a sod and humus zone containing 20th century cultural debris along
with 103 1 of asphalt presumably discarded from a road surfacing operation. Zone 2 was excavated as FS
91 and among its shell and asphalt debris were fragments of masonite material, wire nails, and a .22
caliber shell marked "SR." Zone C consisted of a 10 cm thick layer of crushed shell and send resembling
uncemented tabby. Excavated as FS 92, this zone was found to contain fragments of barbed wire, asbestos
shingles, and other small debris of 20th century origin. Zone 3 may be the remains of a shell-covered road
leading to one or more domestic structures located in the vicinity of the fort.
Removal of the shell layer revealed apparently sterile soil (Zone 5) in half the unit, while the
diagonal southwest half contained fill classified as Zone 4. This zone, excavated as FS 94, contained brick,
mortar, and shell debris but little other diagnostic cultural material. Zone 5 contained small amounts of
intrusive artifacts that were assigned to FS 99.
The principal feature in the unit, Feature 2, proved to be a deep pipe trench which seated a modern
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glazed ceramic soil (sanitary sewer) pipe lying ca. 1.72 m below ground surface. Associated with the FS
101 trench fill was a crown top bottle cap and a .22 caliber shell casing stamped with a "U." This latter
artifact was the product of the Remington-Union Metallic Cartidge Company which was formed in 1912.
Thus, the terminus post quem ( TPQ) for the filling of the trench is established at 1912. Other evidence for
the 20th century origin of Feature 2 was the deep, straight sides of the trench, which apparently are the
result of machine excavation with a ditching apparatus. The exposed sections of the soil pipe had been
joined with cement, requiring extremely close work for the joiner in a dangerously restricted area: as
shown in the Figure 7 profile, the trench is barely 50 cm wide but almost 2 m deep. Due to their relative
stratigraphic positions, Zones 1 through 4 post-date the pipe trench and therefore share the 1912 TPQ.

Test Unit 2
Excavation of Zone 1 ( FS 80) in this Test Unit produced a variety of 18th/20th century debris; the
zone ranged in depth from ca. 1.49 m to 1.63 m below datum (BD). At the base of Zone 1 dense red brick
debris was revealed in the western two-thirds of the unit and was designated as Feature 3 (Figure 8). The
brick rubble feature was isolated through the removal of the Zone 2 soil matrix east of the feature. This
soil matrix, assigned FS 81, extended in depth from 1.63 to 1.73 BD. Following a similar depth range, ES
83 was opened for the Feature 3 rubble, which produced 208 1 of brick debris, 885.7 g of bone, and
artifacts dating to the last half of the 18th century, including 36 fragments of dark green bottle glass and
30 etched clear glass decanter or tumbler fragments. Of the 101 ceramic fragments contained in FS 83,
the most numerous ware was creamware (n=54) with slipware (n=14) a distant second.
At 1.73 m BD Feature 3 was still present, and its excavation in stages was planned (Figure 9).
Unfortunately, one field specimen (FS 87) was contaminated through the inadvertent mixing of Feature 3
and Zone 2 matrix material, so that the artifact assemblage from the middle portion of the feature could not
be interpreted with any degree of confidence.
Feature 5, a possible posthole and mold, was defined at the first mapping level (1.75 m BD), and was
marked by a circular stain 40 cm in diameter. Field Specimen 86 was opened for the feature, which
contained creamware and other cultural debris, including 138 g of bone. The possible posthole bottomed
out at 2.27 m BD,
Field Specimen 88 was opened for the section of the Feature 3 fill extending from 1.86 m to 2.04 in
BD (Figure 9, Stage 2). Creamware (n=61) predominated in the ceramic assemblage (the total ceramic
count in FS 88 was 97), along with 45 fragments of dark green bottle glass and 145.8 g of bone. Eight
glass fragments were from molded bottles, thereby establishing a TPO of 1790 (Lorrain 1968) for the
filling of Feature 3. The roughly hemispherical outline of the feature retreated into the west baulk. From
ce. 2.04 m to 2.31 in BD another FS number (95) was assigned to the fill context, which contained reduced
quantities of ceramics (n=9), dark green bottle glass fragments (n=10), and bone (27.6 g). At the
southern end of the feature bottom was a dark red stained area assigned FS 96, but no datable or diagnostic
material was found In it.
Zone 2, the soil matrix around Feature 3, was defined at ca. 1.73 m BD, and was excavated begining
with FS 85; creamware was the latest datable ceramic from this context. At 1.85 m to 1.90 m the floor of
the unit was remapped. Feature 6, a root disturbance, was defined at this level and excavated as FS 93. The
excavation of Zone 2 continued with FS 90 and was carried to a depth of 2.05 m BD, where sterile sand was
encountered. Besides a large quantity of dark green bottle glass, the lower section of the zone contained a
gray gunspall and an apparent artillery shell fragment, but temporally diagnostic artifacts were absent. A
crossmend on a creamware plate with fragments from Feature 3 and Zone 2 indicates that some zone
material was redeposited In the feature.
In summary, Feature 3 appeared to be a roughly hemispherical trash pit, containing at its surface
fallen or discarded brick debris. The feature contained artifacts dating primarily to the third and fourth
quarters of the 18th century.

Test Unit 3
Located 50 cm west of Test Unit 2, Test Unit 3 was 2 x 2 m and situated so as to further encounter the
western edge of the trash pit uncovered in the adjoining unit. Zone 1 (FS 98) was found to vary in depth
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from 15 to 20 cm and to contain a mixture of 18th- through 20th-century artifacts. As shown in Figure
10, a layer of oyster shell appeared in the lower portion of the zone in the eastern section of the unit.
Below this shell layer and at the base of Zone 1, at 1.64 m BD, the Feature 3 brick scatter was defined
along the east profile, surrounded by a Zone 2 matrix. The upper portion of this feature extended ca. 70 cm
west of the east baulk. Designated as Feature 3A (FS 104), it contained 26 1 of brick material along with
19 ceramic fragments, predominantly creamware (n=11). The lower portion, Feature 3B, sloped sharply
eastward: at 1.77 m BD it extended only 42 cm west of the baulk. Twenty-six fragments of dark green
bottle glass, along with 13 sherds were included in the lower fill of this feature (FS 105). Molded bottle
glass establishes an apparent TPQ of 1790 for the filling of Feature 3, but the mean ceramic date (South
1972) calculated for 216 ceramic fragments associated with the feature fill in both excavation units was
1776.8. As discussed below, however, a more accurate TPQ for Feature 3 is derived from analysis of Zone
2 artifacts and is set at 1820.
The Zone 2 matrix surrounding Feature 3 was arbitrarily excavated In two parts. Zone 2A consisted
of approximately 10 cm of the zone (dark grayish brown sand with 31 1 of brick and tabby mortar
rubble). An extensive artifact collection was obtained from this context (FS 102), including 265 ceramic
fragments. The latest type identified was whiteware, which establishes a TPQ of 1820 for the upper
portion of the zone. (A single fragment of plastic included in FS 102 is believed to be intrusive.) The lower
15 to 20 cm of the deposit was designated as Zone 2B (FS 106) and contained far fewer artifacts, e.g.,
only 2 1 of rubble and 25 sherds. The MCD calculated for the combined 2A and 2B ceramic assemblages
(n=262) was 1789.5. Also appearing within this apparent historic midden deposit were two small
features. Feature 11 was Interpreted as a root track, while Feature 10, along the south profile, was a
possible posthole defined at 1.89 m BD and closed at 2.28 m BD. The latter contained no diagnostic
artifacts, but it is apparently fairly modern since it originates from Zone 1. As shown in Figure 10, both
Feature 3 and Zone 2 seem to terminate at this posthole.
The artifact assemblage from Zone 2 is of significance in that it provides an 1820 TPQ for Feature 3,
which is intrusive into it (Figure 10). The implications of the extensive intervals exhibited by the
Feature 3 MCD, the internal TPQ for the feature, and the external (zone-derived) TPQ are discussed in
Chapter 5.
Test Unit 4
This 2 x 2 m Test Unit was situated between Transects 8 and 9, adjacent to an area on the riverbank
that contained a high density of 18th/19th century artifacts. The purpose of the unit was to test for the
presence of any subsurface features that might be the source of the eroded-riverbank artifacts. Excavation
of Zone 1 resulted in the recovery of relatively large quantities of cultural debris (FS 103). This material
was primarily of 18th and 19th century origin, although small quantities of wire nails and modern glass
fragments were also present. The 20 cm zone consisted of very dark gray sand which contained moderate
amounts of brick, tabby mortar, and shell debris. As will be indicated below, Zone 1 appears to be the
result of redeposition.
Zone 2, ca. 15 cm in thickness, contained a mixture of 18th through 20th century material,
including a 1799 English half penny and a modern cigarette butt; underlying it was Zone 3, which was
sterile. At elevations ranging from 1.99 m to 2.01 m BD within Zone 2, three features were defined. The
most prominent was a 50-cm-wide trench running diagonally across the unit (Figure 11). Upon
excavation Feature 7 (as it was designated) proved to be quite shallow (ca. 5 cm), flat-bottomed, and
uniform in shape. The associated debris (FS 107) was nondiegnostic. Although no ceramic types dating past
the beginning manufacturing date of whiteware (around 1820) were include d In the fill, the Zone 2 matrix
surrounding this feature, in addition to the dating information derived from an earlier feature in the
depositional sequence for this unit (Feature 9), establishes a 20th century TPQ.
Originating from Zone 2 was Feature 12, a bowl-shaped depression located along the west baulk of the
unit. Visibility for this feature during its excavation was extremely poor, but its profile (Figure 12)
reveals that Zone 2 slumps into it, an indication that it was probably present as an unfilled or partially
filled hole when Zone 2 was deposited. No diagnostic material (FS 113) was recovered from this enigmatic
feature. Feature 9, appearing under Feature 7 in the northeast corner of the unit, was a root Or stump
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stain. Excavation of this stain commenced at 1.99 m BD and ended at 2.65 BD. A cigarette butt filter
establishes a 20th century origin for the filling of this stain and the subsequent feature above it.
Feature 8, a posthole located adjacent to the south wall of the unit. is the only feature in this square
that is believed to predate Zone 2. The top of the feature had apparently been truncated by the cut-and-fill
sequence responsible for the creation of the subsequent zone. The extant top of the feature was recorded at
2.03 m BD, and it was reamed to a depth of 2.47 BD as FS 109. Feature 8 contained a possible small
circular mold at its center, but poor visibility prevented its excavation separate from the posthole.
Besides the stratigraphic evidence discussed above, the artifacts recovered from the feature fill also point
to a pre-20th century origin: polychrome hand-painted pearlware, along with several other pearlwere
types, were present while modern artifacts were absent. A TN) of 1795 is established for the filling of the
posthole due to the presence of the former ceramic type.
In summary, while a large amount of pre-20th century artifacts were recovered in Test Unit 4,
their presence in this area of the riverfront appears to be attributable to redeposition associated with
modern earth-moving activities. The presence of artifacts on the riverbank may be due in part to the
erosional slumping of Zones 1 and 2, but a large trash-filled deposit was not located in this area.

Test Unit 5
Test Unit 5 was located 3 m south of Test Units 2 and 3. The Zone 1 provenience collection (FS 115)
was composed of 18th through 20th century materials, indicating the presence of a plow zone or sod
preparation activities. A large number of tabby-stained aboriginal ceramics (n=22) was noted for this
10-cm-thick zone. Zone 2A, the top 5 cm of a 10-cm layer of very dark gray-brown sand (FS 116),
produced 83 I of shell, brick, and mortar debris presumably associated with a tabby construction, but not
in itself a coherent feature such as a floor; tabby-stained aboriginal sherds and whiteveare (establishing a
TPQ of 1820 +) were also present. Zone 28 was of similar appearance and content as Zone 2A, but with
less dense shell debris (20 1). This lower portion of the zone was assigned FS 117. It bottomed out at 1.67
m BD.
At the first mapping level, at the bottom of Zone 2B, two features were distinguished in the floor of
the unit (Figure 13, Stage 1). Feature 13 consisted of a linear stain running along the south profile. As a
portion of a possible trash pit or trash-filled trench, it contained 22 1 of shell, 11 tabby-stained
aboriginal sherds, and creamware and pearlware ceramics, the latter type providing an internal TPQ of
1780 for this deposit (FS 118). Near the center of the unit Feature 14 was uncovered. Excavated as FS
119, this small feature was less than 40 cm in depth and contained primarily oyster shell (6 1). Seven
historic sherds, including creamware, indicate a filling event of 1762 or later, but based on stratigraphic
sequencing (discussed below) a 1790 TPQ is established. Feature 14 may have functioned as a trash pit.
Excavation of Zone 3 was undertaken in two stages. The top portion of the zone was designated as 3A
and assigned FS 120. A fairly high density of bone (408 g) was recovered, but other artifact classes were
rare, with the latest dateable ceramic type found consisting of creamware. After removing several
centimeters of the ca. 18 cm Zone 3, a large soil stain occupying the western third of the unit was noted
and defined as Feature 15 (Figure 13, Stage 2); it was interpreted to bee possible trash pit Bottoming out
at ca. 2.04 m BD, the feature contained a variety of mid-18th century debris, including 223 g of bone, a
strap hinge, 4 English half pennies (3 bearing dates of 1739 and one with a 1738 date), several musket
balls, and colonial period ceramics such as delftware and white salt glazed stoneware (FS 121). The 1739
coin provides an internal TPQ for the deposition. As shown in the Figure 14 profile, Feature 13 was
intrusive upon and therefore later in time than Feature 15.
East of Feature 15 the excavation of Zone 35 proceeded from ca. 1.76 to 1.95 m BD as FS 122,
yielding 738 g of bone, a yellow glass bead, a gunspall, and a small number of ceramic (n=2) and glass
(n-4) fragments. The presence of two molded bottle glass fragments, appearing in the matrix, provides a
TPQ of 1790 for Features 13 and 15, both of which are intrusive into the zone (Figure 14). That Features
13 and 15 include materials redeposited from the precedent Zone 3 is indicated by the crossmending of a
lead glazed earthenware pot with sherds recovered from all three contexts.
At 2.27 m BD a possible posthole and mold were defined in the area beneath the trash pit. Designated
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as Feature 17, FS 123 was opened for the top of this feature. Once a clear distinction between mold and
hole could be made, separate field specimen numbers were assigned to each (FS 124 and FS 125,
respectively). Unfortunately, none of these proveniences contained temporally diagnostic artifacts.
Feature 17 was closed out at 2.47 m BD.
Feature 16, an apparent posthole in the northwest corner of the unit, was not detected and mapped
until 2.24 m BD, although the west profile of the test unit reveals that its stratigraphic position is
comparable to Feature 13 and that it was intrusive on Feature 15 (Figure 14). The FS 126 provenience
collection was uninformative, containing no dateable artifacts. This posthole bottomed out at 2.52 m BD.
Also intruding into Feature 15 from Zone 3 was a pointed posthole that was defined only after the west
profile of the unit had been cleaned for mapping and photos. It is illustrated in Figure 14.
Test Trench 1
Placement of this 6 x 1 m unit was based on an examination of base maps in the Museum Library at
Fort Frederica National Monument. Projecting from field-verified remmnants of the colonial town walls,
these maps indicated that a portion of the southwest bastion of the town was located along the south
property line of the Park, at nearly a right angle to the fence line. Hence, the test trench was placed
parallel to the fence at the appropriate distance to intersect subsurface remains of the bastion earthworks.
The unit was excavated to a depth of one meter.
Although the fill from this unit was not screened, a large collection of 20th century glass and ceramic
fragments was recovered in the top 10 cm of the trench. This collection is believed to represent the
discarded refuse of a restaurant that was once located just south of the Park. Due in part to the presence of
large trees, the hum ic-stained stratigraphic profile exhibited extremely poor visibility. A small, shallow
trench depression was noted in the southeast corner of the unit, but it is difficult to attribute the presence
of this ephemiral feature to an 18th-century defensive wall.
Riverbank Surface Collection
Due to erosion along the riverbank, exposure of colonial period artifacts has been a long standing
problem at Fort Frederica. Over the years, Park personnel have engaged in informal collection activities
along the eroded sections to supplement the artifact collection housed at the Park Museum. Most of the
artifacts are present on the bank In the vicinity of Transects 8 and 9. In an effort to derive a quantified
estimate of the amount and range of material present, a 2 x 4 m square was strung out west of these two
transacts over a portion of the bank that contained a heavy concentration of material. After hosing down
the area to remove loose silt, a 100% collection (glass, ceramics, metal, and bone material) was made of
the entire 8 r014 area during low tide.
Although a number of 20th century artifacts were present, including bottle glass and an electric light
insulator, there was also a large cross section of 18th and 19th century materials. A total of 79 ceramic
fragments were recovered, including eight types (n=12) with beginning manufacturing dates that precede
the introduction of creamware (1762). Plain creamware (n=15), various pearlwares (n=19), and plain
and decorated whitewares (n=16) dominated the assemblage. It was not possible to determine the specific
source point(s) for this material in the riverbank due to the nature of the erosional process: tidal action
had undercut the A horizon, causing a slumping of this layer over the underlying strata. Cutting a "clean"
profile in the bank would likely have accelerated its erosion and therefore was not attempted.
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Chapter 4
ANALYSES
introduction
As with the fieldwork, the analysis is explicitely problem-oriented, in that the analytical methods
and techniques employed relate directly to meeting the project goals defined in Chapter 2. While we have
indicated that CRM-related goals are primary to this study, the Frederica Riverfront survey provided an
opportunity to investigate other problem domains of interest to the authors, such as definition of refuse
disposal patterns through time, comparison of domestic artifact assemblages dating to different time
periods, etc. Previous work by Honerkamp (1980) utilized a type-class-group classification format in
the analysis of artifacts from Frederica, and his approach will be followed in the present study. Derived
from South's "Pattern Recognition" methodology (1977), this approach is based on hierarchial assignment
of artifact types and classes into nine groups. After classification and quantification is accomplished,
frequency variations within and between groups are used to define spatial and functional artifact
"patterns" which are believed to have behavioral significance. Although criticisms of South are legion (see
especially Warfel 1982), he does provide an explicite, quantitative approach to classification of historic
materials that can be used to make intro- and intersite comparisons.
As seen in Tables 2 and 3, most of the artifact classes defined for the riverfront assemblage adhere
closely to Honerkamp's earlier work, or are self-evident. Modifications and explanations of the content of
ambiguous classes are presented below. The principal difference between the present and earlier analyses
is that this one includes late 18th- and early 19th-century artifacts since they constitute the lion's share
of the riverfront collection. By contrast, post-colonial ceramics (defined as types possessing beginning
manufacturing dates that are coterminus with or later than the 1762 introduction of creamware)
accounted for only 1.0% and 2.3% of the total assemblages from the Hird and "Dobree" sites, respectively.
As a consequence, Honerkamp felt justified in excluding these non-colonial "minority types" from
consideration (1980:85-87). For the riverfront sample, however, these later types constitute 72.1% of
the total collection and cannot be dismissed as "intrusive." Another methodological adjustment we have
made is to distinguish between transect and testing artifact assemblages since trey were generated by
substantially different sampling procedures.
Analysis of temporally sensitive artifacts, particularly ceramics, is basic to an understanding of the
archaeological record of any historic site. In the preceding chapter, our interpretation of features and
strata relied heavily on identifying ceramic TPQs, and in some cases, on establishing MCD estimates for
sufficiently large ceramic assemblages (30 or more dateable sherds). A summary of the ceramic types
present at the site is given in Table 4. This list is eonsiderably expanded from those presented in earlier
studies, reflecting the diversity of ceramic styles associated with the post-colonial creamwarepearlware-whiteware series. Table 5 includes MCD estimates for the combined transect sample, the
individual test units, three categories of contexts defined during the testing, and the combined test
unit-transect sample.
Only artifacts possessing unique characteristics have been selected for illustration in this report. For
purposes of comparison these include various iron utensils, several buttons, a buckle fragment, and an
English half penny (Figures 15 and 16).
Classification Format
Artifact classes included in the Kitchen Group (Tables 2 and 3) conform closely to thm defined by
Honerkamp (1980). Within this group, the Kitchenware Class is composed of 2 fragments from knife
blades (Figure 15-1); part of a brass spoon; an unidentified, bone-handled iron utenslle (composed of 9
fragments); and 4 iron kettle fragments (Figure 15-2), all from the test units. The transects produced
part of a bone handled fork and a brass spoon bowl. Unless modified for use as a tool, bone was included in
the group by the same name, We have elected to quantify this class-group in terms of weight rather than
count for the same reason given by Honerkamp ( 1980:112,115): weight is generally less susceptible to
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upward bias from post-depositional forces than is frequency and is therefore a more conservative, and
presumedly more accurate measure. On the basis of the presence of butchering marks, we are assuming
that most of the bone recovered represents secondary refuse. In addition to quantification, intensive
zooarchaeological analysis of the Riverfront assemblage was carried out by Dr. Elizabeth J. Reitz at the
Department of Anthropology, University of Georgia. The specialized techniques used to analyze nearly 95%
of the faun& materials collected from the site (6.463 kg) are described in a separate section below.
Construction hardware, included under the Architecture Group, also requires elaboration. From the
test units, this class is made up of 5 iron staples, 2 strap hinge fragments (Figure 15-7), 7 screws, a
section of a slate roofing tile, a cuprous nail, an iron hinge, and two iron brackets or braces. The transects
produced 2 staples, 4 slate fragments, 2 screws and a single iron bracket or brace. The Furniture Group is
represented by only 3 items, all of which were recovered during the testing phase. These consist of a brass
furniture tack, an iron drawer pull and a brass drawer pull post. For the Arms Group, only 4 Gunflints
were recovered during the testing phase. Two are gray spell, or "Clectonian" gunflints, a ubiquitous type at
Frederica; one is a honey-colored blade type, which is sometimes attributed to French manufacture; and
one is a blade gunflint of black flint, which is often referred to as an "English" gunflint type (Kent
1983:28). The Gun Parts class is represented by an iron frizzen (Figure 15-4) and a brass ramrod
sleeve.
The Clothing group includes several types of bone, pewter, and copper alloy/brass buttons that are
commonly found at Frederica. Marked examples are illustrated in Figure 16. Of particular interest is the
military button exhibiting a crown over the number "44" ( Figure 16-6). Two examples of this type were
recovered, both from Zone 2 In Test Unit 3. No military unit with a "44th" designation is known for
colonial Georgia. On the basis of their pewter composition, Dr. Larry Bebits of Armstrong State College
attributes the buttons to the War of 1812, but a positive attribution to a particular regiment has yet to be
made.
The Other class in the Clothing group includes one cuprous shoe nail and a brass eye from a
hook-and-eye. Two artifacts that may be clothing-related but which have been classified in the Activities
group are the embossed lead disc and the brass escutcheon illustrated in Figure 16. The former is included
under the Miscellaneous Lead class while the latter is assigned to the Stable and Barn class, as it is
believed to be a saddle adornment. An alternative suggestion, made by a NPS staff member at Frederica, is
that this item represents en early Park Ranger medallion.
The Personal group is composed of two classes, Coins and Miscellaneous. The former consists of eight
English half pennies. Test Unit 5 contained 7 of the 8, with Feature 158 accounting for 4 of them. All of the
examples from this unit bear dates of either 1738 or 1739. The factors responsible for such a high
density of similarly dated coins from such a circumscribed area are unknown. Test Unit 4 produced a 1799
English half penny, the obverse of which is illustrated in Figure 16-1. The Miscellaneous class under the
Personal group refers to a brass pin with gilt decoration, an iron key fragment, a handle fragment from a
bone brush, a cuprous earing, and a small glass jewelry inset, all of which were recovered from the test
units. Transect 4 contained a single item from this class: a small brass latch that was probably a part of a
jewelry or snuff box.
The Activities group designation refers to all artifacts that do not fit neatly into the eight other
groups. The Toys class is represented by only two examples, a glass marble and the brass mouth harp
shown in Figure 15-3. The Storage Items class is made up entirely of 6 barrel hoop fragments found in
Test Unit 5. The Miscellaneous Hardware class contains two handle fragments from an unidentified iron
tool, an iron grommet, and an iron ring with a clinched loop attachment (Figure 15-6), all from the test
units. This last artifact may be a door pull, and as such would properly belong in the Architecture group.
For the transects sample the Miscellaneous Hardware class is made up of a brass umbrella tip; a slate
hone; a brash washer; an unidentified iron tool handle; a brass ring; and a wrought iron rod. A single
fishing-related item found in Transect 10 is a lead sinker.
In a slight departure from South's format we have defined Flint Debitage and Miscellaneous Lead as
two distinct &effect classes since they are assumed to primarily represent the by-products of specialized
craft activities: the production of gun flints and lead shot, respectively (see also Honerkamp 1980:
i 37-138). The single Military item identified was a fragment of hollow shot recovered from Test Unit 2.
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Faunal Analysis
The vertebrate faunal collection was examined using standard zooarchaeological methods. identification was done by H. Catherine Brown using the comparative skeletal collection of the Zooarchaeology
Laboratory, Department of Anthropology, University of Georgia; she was assisted by Marc Frank. Bones of
all taxa were weighed and counted in order to determine relative abundance of the species identified. All
bone modifications were noted and the elements were identified in order to discuss butchering techniques.
Measurements were taken of all elements where possible following the guidlines suggested by Angela von
den Driesch (1976). These measurements assisted in determining the original size of the animals
represented in the sample. The Minimum Number of Individuals (MNI) was determined by paired elements
and age. MNI is based upon the observation that most animals are symmetrical. For instance, if there are
two left humerii of a certain species identified in the collection, there were at least two animals present
since each can possess only a single left humerus. MNI is used as a standard measure of abundance in
zooarchaeological analysis. in calculating the MNI from the Frederica Riverfront sample, 17 temporal
and/or spatial components were analyzed as separate observations.
Although MNI is a standard zooarchaeological quantification medium, it has several drawbacks. MNI is
an index which emphasizes small species over large ones. As an example, a faunal collection may contain
20 catfish individuals, but only a single deer. Based on MNI , catfish are 20 times more abundant than deer,
but the relative contribution of catfish and deer meat in the diet could easily be exactly the opposite: much
more meat is available on the deer than on the catfish. Furthermore, MNI assumes that an entire animal
was utilized at a site, an assumption that is clearly at odds with human behavioral realities. Particularly
at historic sites, it is entirely possible that no "complete" animals were ever present end that the
recovered bones were from salted, smoked, or freshly butchered meat. Careful examination of the elements
identified and the butchering marks noted can provide information relative to this part versus whole
animal problem, but a better approach is to avoid the problem altogether, as explained below.
In addition to bone count, bone weight, and MNI, an estimate of biomass provides information on the
quantitly of meat supplied by the identified species. In some cases the original live weight of the animal cen
also be estimated The biomass predictions are based on the allometric principle that the proportions of
body mass, skeletal mass, and skeletal dimensions change with increasing size. This scale effect results
from a need to compensate for weakness in the basic structural foundation of an animal, in this case, its
skeleton. The relationship between body weight and skeletal weight is described by the allometric equation:
Y aXb
(Simpson , Roe, and Lewontin 1960:397). Many biological phenomena show allometry in accordance with
this law (Gould 1971). In this equation X, is the skeletal weight or a linear dimension of the bones, Y is the
quantity of meat or the total live weight, D. is the constant of al lometry ( the slope of the line), and a Is the
V-intercept for a lcg-log plot using the method of least squares regression and the best fit line (Casti
1978; Wing and Brown 1979; Reitz 1979). A given quantity of bone or a specific skeletal dimension
represents a predictable amount of tissue due to the effects of allometric growth. Values for 2 and D, are
obtained from calculations based on data at the Florida State Museum, University of Florida. The allometric
formulae used here are presented in Table 6.
Allometry is used to predict two distinct values. One is the kilograms of meat represented by
kilograms of bone where X. is the weight of the archaeological bone. This is considered to be a conservative
estimate of biomass since it is based on faunal materials actually recovered from a site. ( The term
"biomass" is used to refer to the net results of this calculation.) Biomass reflects the probability that only
certain portions of an animal were used at a site, as would be the case where salted, smoked, or butchered
meat was consumed. On the other hand, where X, is a linear measurement of a skeletal dimension defined by
Driesch (1976), scaling predicts the total live weight of the animal. The total live weight estimate is used
to assess the size of the animal, but it does not imply that the entire animal was consumed, or even that any
part of the animal was used. Unfortunately, formulae ere not currently available for the elements
identified from the Riverfront, so no size estimates were attempted.
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Both MNI and biomass calculations are subject to sample size bias. in collections of less than 200
individuals or 1400 bones, the sample is considered to be too small for reliable interpretations (Grayson
1979, 1981; Wing and Brown 1979). With small samples the limited size of the species list increases
the likelihood of an inaccurate assessment of the relative abundance of one species to another. It is not
possible to determine the nature or extent of the bias, or correct for it, until the sample can be enlarged.
The ages of the identified species was estimated by observing the degree of epiphystal fusion of
selected elements. When animals are young their bones are not fully formed. Along the area of growth, the
shaft and the end of the bone, or epiphysis, remain unfused. Elements fuse in a regular temporal sequence
(Silver 1963; Schmid 1972; Gilbert 1980), although environmental factors influence the actual age at
which fusion is completed. We have grouped the fusion rates into four categories (Table 7). Whenever
possible, the bones were noted as either fused or unfused in the age category where fusion normally
appears. This approach is most succesfull for unfused bones which normally fuse in the first to second
year of life, or for fused bones which complete growth at three or four years of age. Intermediate bones are
more difficult to interpret. An element that fuses before or at 18 months, and is found fused
archaeologically, could be from an animal that died immediately after fusion was complete or 15 years
later! This ambiguity can be reduced somewhat by recording each element under the oldest category
possible. Although this method has its drawbacks, it does provide a rough indication of husbandry
techniques, e.g., the presence of very old cattle or sheep may be related to dairy or wool industries, while
mostly young animals would suggest use of animals primarily for meat.
As a further step in analysis the species identified were summarized into faunal categories. Domestic
taurus), and caprines. Since the sheep/goat distinction for
mammals include pig (Sus scrofa), cattle (
the latter category of animal is very difficult to make, we have avoided doing so by lumping both species
into this single taxon. Domestic birds include chickens (Gallus Gallus) only. Deer (9docoileus
virginianus), opossum (Didelohis virginiana), rabbit (vIvilagus spp.), squirrel (Sciurus spp.), beer
(Ursus americanus), and raccoons (Procyon lotor) are classified as wild terrestrial mammals. Aquatic
reptiles consist of alligators (Alligator mississipoiensis) and all of the turtles. Fishes include sharks
(Carcharhinidee), sea catfishes (Arlidae, Ariopsis fells), sheepshead (Archosargus probatoceohalus),
black drum (pogonies cromis), and red drum (Sciaenoos ocellatus). The commensal species identified
were a vulture (Cathartes spp.) and a Norway rat ( Rattus norvegicus). Since this latter animal lives in
close association with human residences, it is assumed that the individuals identified from Frederica are
commensal with the deposits rather than dietary components. Biomass summaries were calculated only for
those taxa for which MNI could be determined. Taxa such as UID Mammal or Ariidae are not tabulated in the
summary biomass calculations given In Table 8.
Artifact Conservation
A number of ferrous, cuprous, and lead artifacts were selected for conservation, as needed. The
methods and techniques used are after Caley (1955), Noel Hume (1'969), and Plenderleith and Werner
(1971). For ferrous artifacts, gross encrustations were first removed by hand, followed by electrolytic
reduction using a current of 20 to 60 amps, depending on the condition of the piece and the extent of
oxidation; an electrolytic solution of 5% sodium hydroxide was used for this proms. After a second hand
cleaning, chlorides were removed from the artifacts by successive baths of boiling deionized water. Drying
was accomplished either in a 100 degrees centigrade drying oven or through the use of an acetone bath.
Finally, each artifact was coated with tannic acid and several coats of X1M, an acrylic polymer sealant.
Cuprous artifacts first received a 5Z solution bath in citric acid to remove green copper carbonates,
followed by electrolytic reduction in a 5% sodium hydroxide solution using 20 amperes of current for
short durations. This latter procedure removed cuprous oxide and chloride deposits. Hand cleaning with a
brass or fiberglass brush was carried out prior to desalinization and drying in a warming oven. Brass
artifacts were also coated with X1M. Lead artifacts were subject to the same electrolytic reduction
procedure as their brass counterparts, followed by baths to remove alkali or acid residues. Acetone baths
was the only drying method used for lead, followed by an application of XIM.
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The entire artifact collection from the Frederica Riverfront is at present being stored at the Jeffery
L. Brown Institute of Archaeology on a temporary basis.
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Chapter 5
DATA EVALUATION AND APPLICATION
Introduction
In this chapter we attempt to apply the documentary and archaeological data to the research
questions defined in Chapter 2. It is again emphasized that our approach under the CRM format for this
project is explicitely problem-oriented No attempt has been made to discover "everything there is to
know" about the Frederica Riverfront, which is an impossible task to begin with. Rather, we have
concentrated on answering questions that we feel are worthwhile and appropriate to the data base and
the current theoretical-methodological emphasis in historical archaeology. In so doing, the dives
needs of cultural resource management, the interpretative program at Fort Frederica, other historic!!l
ardieeolcgists, and the general public are well served.

lia=loccificluerations
Under the site-specific problem domain, the first question to be addressed concerns the presence &xi
extent of archaeological remains along the riverfront. The horizontal distribution of artifacts is highly
localized, es indicated in Table I and Figure 17. The same is also probably true for the features, although
the transect survey was not designed to provide a 100% coverage and identification of all features in the
project area. Test units were placed in areas pessessing relatively high artifact densities, and these same
arm proved to be the locations of features.
The vertical extent of the archaeological materials In the high-density area was determined through
excavation of the test units. As described in Chapter 3, 18 features were defined Bassi on analysis of
temporally-sensitive artifacts, together with stratigraphic analysis, none of the features could be directly
associated with Frederica's primary colonial period, although several can be attributed to the latter half of
the 18th century. In general, most of the features were small in size end sometimes difficult to interpret
in terms of function. They were also characterized by evidence of considerable redeposition in their fillinig
sequences. This characteristic was especially apparent by the marked contrast between TPQs derived from
features and the surrounding matrixes into which they had been dug repeatedly, the features tended to have
earlier TPQs, although they clearly were intrusive (and therefore later) in the matrixes in which they
appeared

imudinfakinitimatutz
A review of previous documentary and archaeological research at Frederica indicated little Ilk iihood
of a "guardhouse" in the project area. That such a feature ever existed and was present in the vicinity of
the riverfront is supported solely by the Miller map, which Berndt (1981) and Gonn (1981) have
discredited on several counts. The presence of remains from the town wharf is also unlikely due to the
erasion process that necessitated the current riverbank stabelization effort.
The third colonial feature that was targeted was the southwest bastion of the town. A shallow
trench-like feature was noted in the profile of the test trench pieced on the southwest Park boundary, but
this small, barely-visible feature contained no artifacts and could not be assigned to a pee-limier time
period Bwed on the scant data recovered from Test Trench 1, the result of our search for evidence of the
colonial town's eerthworks can best be described as inconclusive.
Definition of Trash Disposal Behavior
This problem can be addressed through comparison of the artifact and bone densities present adjacent
to the river with the density values obtained from other sites at Frtatrica and elsewhere. The mane" in
which trash was deposited at Frederica can also be investigated. Honerkamp (1980) and Honerkemp,
Camel], and Fairbanks (1983) have previously examined the `formal" versus "informal" contrast in
trash disposal behavior exhibited at Frederica and Savannah, respectively. Formai disposal practices Ere
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defined as the deposition of trash in subsurface contexts such as trash pits or through the recycling of such
features as wells and privies, which aquire a second (and usually final) function as trash recepticals.
Informal disposal practices involve the creation of what archaeologists define as sheet deposits. The
clearest expression of this informal mode of trash disposal behavior in the colonial period is described by
South's Brunswick Pattern of Refuse Disposal (1977).
Quantification of artifacts and bone in terms of surface area excavated provides a standardized,
comparable measure of refuse diposal data derived from different sites. Table 9 lists the artifact and bone
densities from six Southeastern sites, including the Frederica Riverfront. Although the artifact/bone
densities obtained from the transects are quite low in comparison to other sites at Frederica, the transect
units were limited to a depth of 50 cm, whereas the excavation units at the Hird and Dobree sites were dug
to sterile. On the other hand, extremely high artifact/bone densities were derived from the Riverfront test
units, which were also dug to sterile. In fact, the test units have density values that are similar to those
found at the Telfair Site, a heavily populated core urban site in Savannah, Georgia. Although the Riverfront
values are probably artificially inflated due to small sample bias (they are derived primarily from a
single, feature-rich area of the site), they still serve to demonstrate that trash disposal did occur adjacent
to the river at Frederica
The method of trash diposal can be inferred from a comparison of the artifact and bone frequencies
presented in Table 10. If artifacts and bone from contexts labelled as "Plow Zone/Disturbed" and "Sheet
Deposit" are assumed to represent the products of informal trash disposal behavior, while those from
features represent the formal mode, direct comparisons with the data from the Hird and Dobree sites can
be made. The data shown in Table 10 provides some interesting similarities and contrasts. All three sites
exhibit high artifact values for the plow zone/sheet deposit context, with the Riverfront possessing the
highest percentage, and concommitant low values for the features. However, the tendency to dispose of
faunal remains in a formal fashion, which is apparent for the Hird and Dobree sites, does not obtain in the
project area: of the total bone assemblages generated from each site, 57.1X and 53.62 (by weight) was
in association with features at the Hird and Dobree sites, respectively, while only 30.1X of the total
Riverfront bone was recovered from features. These figures indicate that the informal method of trash
disposal was more pronounced near the river than in the colonial lots, although there is still a higher
proportion of faunal remains than "hard" trash appearing in subsurface features.
There are several possible explanations that can account for these data. According to the mean ceramic
date estimates offered in Table 5, the Riverfront sample dates to a half-century later than the Hird and
Dobree sites, and a shift in behavior over time is apparent. While the ceramics derived from the features
produced the earliest estimate of any sample (1774.9), it should be remembered that the internal TPQs
for these same features consistently were later than the MCDs. There is little discussion in the literature
concerning the relationship between MCD and TPQ dates for the same context. Unless they are of unusually
large size, most archaeological features found at Frederica are usually assumed to have been filled
relatively quickly (erosional processes provide distinctive, recognizable stretigraphic signatures of slow
filling). The nearly 45-year difference between the dates derived from Freature 3 in Test Units 2 and 3
(an MCD of 1776) and the surrounding Zone 2 matrix (an 1820 TPQ) indicates that the accumulation of
ceramic fragments that eventually were deposited in the feature was independent of the depositional
event. Hence, the specific type of disposal behavior that would account for this MCD/TPQ gap is difficult
to reconstruct. It is suggested that the Riverfront area was used as an informal dump during the last
quarter of the 18th century and the first quarter of the 19th century, but that subsurface features were
dug into the resulting sheet deposit during the turn of the century or later. The "early" MCD estimates for
the features may be a function of the redeposited, earlier sheet deposit materials that were included in the
feature fills.
Although the hypothesis presented above may account for the MCD/TPQ discrepancy, it does not
explain why the distribution of 18th and 19th century refuse at the Riverfront is limited to Transects 6
through 9, nor the reason(s) for the reduced amount of bone in subsuface contexts. These two questions
may be related. In the absence of the spatial constraints affecting all domestic activities during the
colonial period (recall the small 60 by 90 foot freeholder lots), later residents probably placed more
reliance on the informal method of trash disposal since it involved less labor. The specific location of the
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Riverfront sheet refuse deposit is possibly related to the location of a nearby domestic structure which
generated the refuse. The appearance of trash pits intrusive into the sheet deposit would seem to signify
that a later structure was built closer to the river than the original late-19th century structure,
necessitating a change in the earlier land use pattern. Complicating this suggested scenario is the lack of
stratigraphic information on the origins of the features: plowing or other earth moving activities had cut
the tops off ail of them. If the features had extended to a 20th-century surface, our hypothesis would
obviously require major revision. The absence of modern materials in most of the major features seems to
preclude this possibility, however.
Since several of our arguments hinge on the concept of "redeposition," it may be useful to estimate the
amount of colonial materials involved, especially since refuse deposition off-lot is so little known or
understood at Frederica. One way in which this question can be approached is through a comparison of the
percentages of colonial versus postcolonial ceramics recovered from the site. Following Honerkamp
(1980), we can arbitrarily divide the ceramic assemblage given in Table 4 into two groups: the colonial
group is composed of ceramic types and wares with begining manufacturing dates that occur prior to the
1762 introduction of creemware, and a postcolonial group consisting of ceramic types and wares that
began to be manufactured after Frederica's main occupation. Not included in either group is unidentified
earthenware (n=38) and miscellaneous stoneware (n=121) since the begining manufacturing dates of
these wares are unknown. The "early" group, containing 15 of the 40 dateable types ( lead glazed
earthenware, the slip decorated eerthenwares, three delftware types, Elers stoneware, crouchware,
Rhenish salt glazed stoneware, three white salt glazed stoneware types, and oriental export porcelain),
accounts for 614 sherds (23.1 % of the total); the "late" group contains all the other dateable types for a
total of 2040 sherds (76.90. Several of the types in the colonial group have manufacturing periods that
extend into the 19th century, so that the amount of ceramic refuse actually deposited in the colonial period
is probably considerably less than these figures indicate. If nothing else, they again underscore the
differences in land use patterns between the two periods.
Although the colonial period ceramics are relatively few in number at the Riverfront, their presence
must be accounted for. We suggest that the early ceramics at the site represent sheet deposit refuse
disposal practices of residents living in the "Strand" (see p. 5). No distinct, long-term break in the
occupation of this area is apparent from the ceramic series found at the site, so it seems likely that later
occupants continued to contribute to the formation of the historic midden present in the study area.
Confirmation of this hypothesis involves testing to the west of the Transact 6-9 section to locate evidence
of colonial-period structural foundations.
While the above discussion certainly does not exhaust all possibile explanations for the presence of
archaeological materials in the project area, those that are presented at least are testable. Future
archaeological and documentary research at Frederica will hopefully provide answers to some of the
particular questions raised here, in addition to helping fill the data vacuum that the current dearth of
information on postcolonial adaptations has produced.
Definition of Settlement Patterning
No direct archaeological or documentary data concerning the presence in the project area of
architectural foundations dating to the postcolonial period were recovered. As noted above, however, there
is same indirect archaeological evidence indicating the nearby presence of one or more structures. Besides
the refuse disposal arguement just outlined, it should be recalled that a heavy concentration of brick and
tabby rubble was recovered from Feature 3, and it is doubtful that this heavy construction debris would
have been transported a very greet distance from its source. Thus, besides the presence of colonial
structures, the archaeological record provides indirect evidence fcr the presence of a late 18th-early
19th century domestic structure (or structures) in the vicinity of Transacts 6-9. If subsurface
architectural foundations are still present, remote sensing survey techniques may be effective in
pinpointing their locations. In the abscence of substantive architectural remains, a thorough review of
documentary records relating to the postcoionial period at Frederica should provide information useful in
defining land ownership and settlement patterns.
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RegimeMations
Coastal Resource Utilization
At the regional level of research, we are interested in testing the applicability of a model of resource
utilization, called the Coastal Adaptation Model, that was defined in part with faunal materials derived from
colonial Frederica (Reitz and Honerkamp 1983, 1984). As its name implies, this model emphasizes the
importance of coastal resources in the foodways of several different historic populations through time,
even though domesticated animals may form the primary source of dietary protein. Since most of the
temporally diagnostic materials from the present study indicate a late 18th to early 19th century
depositional sequence, it will be most useful to compare the Riverfront faunal materials with those derived
from contemporaneous sites on St. Simons Island and elsewhere.
Faunal samples from both urban and rural sites on the Southeastern coast are available for comparison. Three of the urban samples are from Charleston, South Carolina McCrady's Tavern, a public dining
facility, operated near the Charleston docks from 1788 until the late 19th century (Zierden et el
1982); the Charleston Convention Center Site, which was located on a heavily populated comercial and
residential area in the center of town that dated from the late 18th to the mid-19th centuries
( Honerkamp , Council, and Will 1982); and the Lodge Alley Site, also an area of mixed domestic and
commercial activities that dated from the mid-18th to the mid-19th centuries (Zierden, Calhoun and
Paysinger 1983). Another urban assemblage was generated from the Telfair Site in Savannah, Georgia. As
with the Charleston samples, the area tested had served as a mixed residential and commercial section of
the downtown area occupied from the mid-18th century until the late 19th century ( Honerkamp , Council
and Fairbanks 1983). The 12 rural collections are from residential areas associated with coastal
plantations. These include Cannon's Point (McFarlane 1975; Otto 1975); Sinclair (Mullins-Moore
1981); Jones Creek Settlement at Hampton Planatation (Mullins-Moore 1981); Pike's Bluff
(Mullins-Moore 1981); Parland (Steinen 1978); and Kings Bay Plantation (Johnson 1978; Smith et e/
1981). Five of these collections were associated with planters' houses at Cannon's Point, Pike's Bluff and
Sinclair, Parland, and Kings Bay plantations, while the Sinclair assemblage represents a mixture of
domestic slave and planter refuse. Slave deposits are represented by two assemblages from Cannon's Point,
one from Jones Creek, and two from Kings Bay. In addition, one of the Cannon's Point collections is believed
to be associated with an overseer's house, while one of the Parland sites contains the remains of a freedman
occupation. These rural collections were deposited between the 1790s and 1860s. It should be noted that
the deposits from the planter's area of Parland Plantation were highly disorganized and it may not be
appropriate to include them for comparison. However, the sample is small and its omision would not alter
the results.
Analysis of vertebrate data from these urban and plantation sites suggests that two generalizations
may apply. Slave and planter deposits appear to be similar but with subtle differences in the use of
domestic livestock and with the diversity of species used. When these rural samples are collapsed for
comparison against the urban samples, the contrasts are pronounced at every level of analysis.
The chief difference between slave and planter deposits appears to be that planters exploited a greater
variety of fauna (Table 11). Both groups utilized similar domestic species, but planters tended to use
more caprines and thickens than did slaves. In general, slaves used more pigs and cows, end their diets
emphasized domestic animals more heavily than did the diets of planters. Except for deer, slaves also used
more wild mammal individuals and a greater variety of species, while planters utilized more wild birds
and aquatic reptiles, as measured by individuals and types of species. Both groups seem to have exploited
fishes in a similar fashion.
While the slave and planter deposits that were sampled are fairly similar, the contrast between them
and contemporaneous urban deposits is more sharply drawn (Table 12). The urban samples are much less
diverse than their rural counterparts, showing heavy reliance upon only three species cows, pigs, and
chickens. Urban samples tend to include more caprines (sheep and goats) than do rural samples, and they
exhibit a greater diversity of domestic fowl. Wild birds are almost exclusively turkeys and Canadian geese;
the latter species may have been domesticated or at least tamed during the 19th century (American
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Poultry Association 1984). Wild mammal exploitation centered almost entirely on deer for the urban
sites, with far fewer turtles and fishes present in the faunal assemblages. Due to the difficulty in
determining the socioeconomic statuses of particular urban occupants, it has not been possible to isolate
status correlates in the vertebrate remains. Characteristics that seem promising as high status indicators
are high diversity, use of caprines, and the presence of sawed bone.
The evidence from the overseer's house at Cannon's Point and the freedman's house on Colonel's Island
indicate broad similarities with the rural planter and slave diets (Table13). The overseer's subsistence
effort seems to have been based more firmly upon extraction of wild resources compared to the slave and
planter samples, but it apparently included no deer and few wild mammals. Fishes were the principal
resource. The freedman living on what had been Parland Plantation seems to have followed a strategy more
similar to that of slaves and planters, except that wild mammals, primarily raccoons, were more
extensively used than were fishes (the opposite is true of the slave deposits, although raccoons were the
most common wild mammal found in them). Neither the overseer nor the freedman samples contained any
caprines.
These data provide a useful background against which we can examine the Riverfront faunal
assemblage. Given the late 18th-early 19th century temporal parameter for the Riverfront deposits, it
would be expected that the vertebrate remains would exhibit characteristics of a rural occupation,
possibly that of a planter. It is also possible that the Riverfront materials are associated with the refuse of
a small, independent farmer. Complicating and perhaps biasing the results of our analysis is the distinct
possiblity that faunal materials attributable to the colonial period are also present in the Riverfront
assemblage. Unlike the ceramic artifacts, the faunal remains cannot be directly eeted. Hence, we are
forced to assume that (1) most of the assemblage was generated during the postcolonial period, and that
(2) an unknown contribution to the archaeological record from earlier periods is not significant.
Although the Riverfront sample is relatively small (2804 bone fragments and 82 individuals), it
conforms in several respects to collections from plantation deposits on St. Simons Island and elswhere on
the Georgia coast. Results of identification of fauna are presented in Table 8; the data are summarized
further in Table 14. Due to small sample sizes, individual temporal components were not analyzed.
While the majority of individuals identified from the site consists of fishes, the major portion of the
biomass estimate is attributed to domestic mammals, with 54% of the biomass from cows. A small number
of caprines was also present. Caprines are generally rare in coastal Georgia plantation deposits (Reit2
1984): out of 1068 individuals identified to date, only nine are caprines, and ail nine are from St. Simons
Island (eight are from slave [n=3] and planter [n=5) deposits at Cannon's Point). By way of contrast, 14
caprines out of. 452 individuals have been identified from urban deposits in Savannah and Charleston. A
variety of wild mammals are present in the Riverfront collection, but deer was the most significant
species used, contributing 10% of the individuals and 13% of the biomass. In addition to being the most
prominent wild species in the collection it ranks as the third largest contributor of biomass after cows and
pigs. The only domestic birds identified were chickens, while the vulture was the only wild bird identified.
Like the rat, it was probably not a food item. As a group, aquatic reptiles contributed almost as much
biomass as did fish.
Although fishes account for 35% of the individuals found in the collection, they produces only 4% of
the total estimated biomass. The most prominent families were sea catfishes (Arius felis and IL=
marinus), which contributed 13% of the individuals and 0.7% of the biomass, and drums (Qeneeedon spp.,
Pogonias cromie, and Sciaenope ocellatue), which contributed 10% of the individuals and 2% of the
biomass. Requiem sharks ( Carcherhinidee), sheepsheact (Archosargeeprobatecephalue), mullets (t_
spp.) and flounders (ParaUchthyespp.) were also present.
The elements identified from the faunal collection are tabulated in Table 15. in this table, head
elements include teeth; mandible, end skull fraoments; forequarters include the scapula, humerus, radius,
and ulna; forefeet include metacarpals and carpals; hindquarters include the innominate, sacrum, femur,
and tibia; hindfeet include the metatarsals and tarsals; and feet include foot bones that could not be included
in the other foot categories. Feet bones were primarily phalanges and distal metapodial fragments. No ribs
or vertebrae were identified to species, although both were present in the UID Mammal category.
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The three major food animals were identified primarily from teeth fragments. This was especially
true for pigs, which was also the case at the Hird Site (Reitz and Honerkamp 1983). Very few elements
that bear large quantities of meat were identified for pigs or cows, but several "meaty" deer elements were
recovered. If it were not for the comparatively greater representation of meat-bearing deer elements, it
would appear that the Riverfront area was a dumping ground where the heads of pigs and cows were
deposited, possibly immediately after slaughter.
Modifications to the bones include small knife cuts, deep cleaver hacks, dog gnawing, and burning
( Table 16). The large number of burned bones suggests either that meat was often prepared in the form of
roasts or that the Riverfront area experienced post-depositional fires. Since most of the faunal remains
are from subsurface contexts, the latter process was probably not important in the modification of the
bone. At least 9Z of the UID Mammal bones show signs of being hacked, perhaps with a cleaver. Cut marks
on some of the bone are possibly the result of removal of meat from the bone with a knife before or after
cooking. The recovery of six sawed bones is noteworthy, as they constitute the only evidence of this type of
bone modification present at Frederica, out of hundreds of modified bones from numerous sites (a report of
sawed bone from the Hawkins-Daysion house has not been verified). Sawing is apparently not a common
practice in the Northeast until the 19th century (Deetz 1977), although there is some evidence that
pre-1800 high status sites exhibit this characteristic.
Age at death for three species was calculated by observing the degree of epiphyses] fusion (Table 7).
Although our sample is small, these data show little evidence for consumption of adult animals at the site.
One unfused proximal phalanx was from a very young animal, possibly from a suckling pig, and one deer
was less than a year old.
In summary, the vertebrate collection from the Frederica Riverfront generally conforms to other
rural samples, but is not exactly similar to any of them. A greater use of domestic livestock is evident;
only Pike's Bluff, a planter deposit from St. Simons Island, exhibits a higher biomass figure. The level of
ceprine use is also characteristic of planter samples. Wild birds were apparently ignored as a food
resource, while only slave site samples from Cannon's Point show less use of aquatic reptiles. Use of fishes
was slightly less than that of sieves and planters elswhere, but it is within the range of both.
Comparison of the Riverfront data with that of contemporaneous sites suggests that the occupants)
were probably neither overseers nor slaves. The prominence of deer, the presence of sawed bone, and the
identification of caprines support the suggestion that the sample was associated with a small-scale planter
or free farmer. However, it is clear that differences between slave and planter deposits are subtle, and no
data at all exists for known small farm sites in the coastal area. Until additional samples from documented
sites are generated, it will not be possible to interpret data from undocumented sites with much confidence.
Patterning In Material Culture
The final question to be addressed deals with the structure and content of the Riverfront artifact
assemblage. Using South's Pattern Recognition format, it is possible to construct an empirical artifact
profile for the site that can be compared against other coastal sites. Table 17 presents the artifact profiles
for the Frederica Riverfront, the Hird and Dobree sites, the Oglethorpe Site, and the Telfair Site, along
with the percentage ranges defined by South for the Carolina Artifact Pattern. These data indicate that the
structure of the Riverfront assemblage is more similar to that of the urban Telfair Site than to the colonial
Hird and Dobree sites, especially for the two largest artifact groups. The relatively high percentage of
artifacts in the Kitchen Group is probably related to one of two factors occupation duration or occupation
intensity: At historic domestic sites that are occupied over long time periods, the proportion of Kitchen
artifacts becomes larger relative to the Architecture Group due to the fact that ceramic refuse is
continually cycled into the archaeological record, while architectural artifacts are deposited during
sporadic construction or demolition episodes. The same effect can be achieved at a short-occupation site if a
large number of residents cycle concomitant quantities of ceramic refuse into the archaeological record.
Based on the fairly long temporal span represented by the Riverfront ceramic (Mtiliblage, the high
Kitchen percentage from this site is probably time-dependent.
With the exception of the Furniture Group, the Riverfront artifact profile falls within the Carolina
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model ranges proposed by South. It should be noted, however, that none of the Frederica sites possess
Furniture percentages that conform to South's model. Other than invoking Warfel's many criticisms
(1982) of South's model ( the main one being that the "patterns' reflect South's normative view of culture
rather than the realities of past human behavior), we can offer no explanation for this consistent variance.
In defense of South, it should be pointed out that all the other group percentages fall within the expected
ranges, although Warfel might consider this finding as providing additional support of his critique.
No other significant variation was noted in the Riverfront artifact profile that would suggest specific
functional or behavioral differences for this site. In general, this profile conforms more closely to the
Carolina Artifact Pattern than do those associated with colonial-period sites at Frederica We suggest that
this difference is related to two types of temporal factors (1) the Riverfront assemblege apparently
resulted from longer period of deposition compared to the Hird and Dobree occupations, end (2) much of
the refuse deposited at the Riverfront post-dates the Hird and Dobree site. Future research at Frederica
and elsewhere should be aimed at distinguishing the importance of each type of temporal characteristic in
the formation of historic sites.
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Chapter 6
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
aummotzts111=ambaeliat112
Through the application of a systematic survey and testing program, the location and content of the
archaeological resources present adjacent to the Frederica riverbank have been determined. A highly
circumscribed pattern of artifact deposition and feature placement was identified, with the highest
densities for both occurring in a single 30 m section of the project area. Analysis of temporally sensitive
artifacts from this section, along with stratigraphic analysis, revealed that (1) the majority of artifacts
were deposited at the site after the primary colonial occupation of Frederica, and (2) most of the features
show evidence of redeposited fills. The exact nature and function of many of the features could not be
determined, but it is suggested that they may be associated with a late 18th/early 19th century domestic
occupation that was intrusive on an earlier sheet deposit. This earlier, colonial-period material probably
was produced by the residents of the Strand. Since both the colonial and postcolonial deposits apparently
represent contexts containing secondary refuse, no direct evidence of adjacent structures dating to either
period was revealed in them. However, we believe that the material that was found constitutes indirect
evidence of the documented occupation of the Strand and of the presence of a later undocumented structure
that is probably located just east of the high-density refuse area. Although we targeted three colonial
features, no conclusive evidence of the "guard house," the town wharf, or the southwest bastion was noted
during the project. Newly discovered documentary evidence indicates that the earlier designation of a guard
house in the vicinity of the project area is probably erroneous.
Conclusions and Recommendatiena
Although tightly dated archaeological contexts were not encountered at the site, it has still been
possible to address some of the research questions defined for this project, particularly those dealing with
resource utilization. It must be admitted, however, that the strength of our conclusions is diminished as a
result of uncertainty concerning site formation processes and temporal variables. This would likely
remain to be the case even if our sample was enlarged. Thus, further archaeological research at the
mitigation/data recovery level is not expected to yield significant new data, and it is our opinion that
further archaeological research is not warranted prior to the riverbank stabilization program. However,
due to the obvious presence of large amounts of artifacts in the project area, we recommend that a NPS
employee or a qualified archaeologist monitor construction activities during the stabilization program.
This would ensure that a minimum of illegal "collecting" of federally-owned archaeological resources
would occur by overzealous tourists and/or constuction personnel.
Possibly the most important contribution resulting from the research outlined in this report has
been to identify and clarify future research needs at Frederica. We have made a number of specific
suggestions, but we consider two to be of paramount importance. First, the "revisionist" documentary
research program begun by George Berndt and Rand/ Gann should be continued and expanded. Their
clarification of lot ownership and use has already had a profound effect on the interpretive program at Fort
Frederica, and the significance of their work to archaeological interpretations has barely begun to be
realized. Continued documentary investigations will enhance both the educational and scientific missions of
the National Perk Service. Second, future archaeological and documentary research should be expanded
beyond the 1736-1750 period to defining the nature and extent of postcolonial adaptations at Frederica
We have indicated that evidence of these later adaptations are indeed present, and es anthropologists we
cannot afford to ignore the diachronic perspective that Frederica's 19th century archaeological resources
present to us. It is precisely this perspective that makes archaeology and history valuable to the social
sciences and to the general public who we ultimately serve.
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Figure 1. Vicinity Map, Fort Frederica, St. Simons Island.
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Figure 3. Excavation of 50 cm2 transect test pits, Frederica Riverfront. This test pit was located in the
overgrown section at the southern end of the Park property; the Frederica River is in the background. From
left, Excavators are Supervisor Sheron Yount, Alan Ball , and David Pasko. View is to the southwest.
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Figure 4. Excavation of Test Unit 5, Frederica Riverfront. From left, Sheron Yount, David Pasko, and
Robert Lambdin are reaming features in this 2 x 2 m unit. View is to the east.
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Figure 5. Search trench, Frederica Riverfront. This 1 x 6 m unit was excavated in order to expose
stratigraphic evidence of the southwest bastion. Field Director Penny Seabury takes notes while David
Tyrer and Carol Dickert clean profiles. View is to the east.
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Plan of transect and test excavation un its, Freder ica R iver front, nor thern ha lf.

46

Plan of transect and test excavation un its, Freder ica Riverfron t, southern half.
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Figure 7. West Profile, Test Unit 1. Key: 1 - Gray/brown sand with asphalt rubble. 2 - Dark
gray/brown sand with asphalt and shell fragments. 3 - Gray/brown sand with crushed shell (possible road
fill). 4 - Dark gray/brown sand. 5 - Machine-cut pipe trench fill (Feature 2). 6 - Soil pipe. 7, 8, 9 Sterile sand, dark brown to pale brown horizons.
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Figure 8. Feature 3, Test Unit 2. Whole, mortared bricks, together with rubble of brick and tabby
mortar fragments, composed the fill of the upper portion of this trash pit (1.86 m BD). Transect Test Pit
7-3 appears in the upper right corner of the unit. Scale in 10 cm zones; facing south.
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Figure 10. East and south profiles, Test Unit 3. Key: 1 - Zone 1, greyish brown send. 2 - Oyster shell
lens. 3 - Feature 3-A, brown sand with heavy brick and tabby mortar rubble. 4 - Grayish brown sand. 5
- Feature 38, reddish brown sand. 6 - Zone 2, dark grayish brown sand. 7 - Feature 3 bottom/leaching
zone, brown sand. 8 - Feature 10 modern posthole, reddish brown sand. 9 - Zone 3 leaching zone, brown
sand 10 - Zone 4 sterile, light yellowish brown sand.

SO

Figure I. Planview of Test Unit 4, ca. 2.01 m BD. Key: I - Feature 7 trench, very dark gray/brown
sand. 2 - Feature 9 stump stain, dark gray sand. 3 - Feature 8 posthole and mold, dark brown sand. 4
Zone 2, dark gray/brown sand
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Figure 15. Iron and Brass Artifacts from the Frederica Riverfront. Key: 1 - Iron knife tang/blade
fragment (FS 103, TU 4, Zone 1). 2 - Iron kettle fragment with handle (FS 102, TU 3, Zone 2). 3 Brass jew's harp (FS 80, TU 1, Zone 1). 4 - Iron frizzen (FS 103, TU 4, Zone 1). 5 - Iron pintle (FS
80, TU 1, Zone 1). 6 - Iron ring with clinched loop attachement (possible door pull?) (FS 105, TU 3,
Feature 3B). 7 - iron strap hinge (FS 103, TU 4, Zone 1).
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Figure 15. Iron and Brass Artifacts from the Frederica Riverfront.
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Brass and LeadArtifacts from the Freier ica River front
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Table 1
Frequencies of Three Artifact Classes, Frederica Riverfront Transectsa
Bottle
Transect

CeCOMIC3

alma

Bane (g)

12
28
30
27
14
106
91
65
49
17
24
2
1
1
0
2
1
2
4
5
0
0
1
0
0

3
13
11
43
7
13
28
9
23
5
12
0
0
2
0
1
0
1
5
3
0
0
0
0
0

9.2
13.5
10.1
58.1
4.4
48.5
88.6
30.4
14.4
3.6
0.0
1.2
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

472

179

282.0

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
TOTALS
tee Figure 6 for locations of transects.
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Table 2
Summary of Artifact Groups and Classes, Test Units
P low Zone/
Disturbed

Sheet
DerKali

features

Totals

Kitchen Group
Ceramics
Wine bottle
Case bottle
Tumbler
Pharmaceutical
Glassware
Kitchenware
Totals

1511
414
54
15
30
192
4
2220

519
309
15
12
19
48
1
923

379
180
0
3
17
41
11
631

2409
903
69
30
66
281
16
3774

Done Group
Weight in grams

1965.6

2593.6

1961.8

6521.0

Architecture Group
66
Window glass
526
Nails
11
Spikes
Construction hardware 17
620
Totals

88
127
10
1
226

33
107
1
1
142

187
760
22
19
988

1

2

0

3

Arms amma
Lead shot, musketballs
Gunflints
Gun parts
Totals

9
2
1
12

13
2
1
16

4
0
0
4

26
4
2
32

Clothing Group
Buttons
Buckles
Pins
Beads
Scissors
Miscellaneous
Totals

20
0
0
0
0
1
21

6
3
1
1
0
1
12

9
2
2
1
1
0
15

35
5
3
2
1
2
48

Personal Groug
Coins
M ix& I meats
Totals

1
5
6

1
0
1

6
0
6

8
5
13

Furniture Group
Furniture hardware
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Table 2 (continued)
Plow Zone>
Disturbed

Sheet
Deposit

features

Totals

188

143

88

419

Activities Group
Toys
1
1
Strike-a-lights
0
Storage items
4
Ethnobotanlcal
0
Stable and Barn
Miscellaneous hardware 1
64
Flint debitage
Miscellaneous lead
17
Military items
0
88
Totals

0
0
6
0
1
2
21
2
1
33

0
1
0
0
0
1
19
4
0
25

1
2
6
4
1
4
104
23
1
146

1356

911

5423

Tobacco Pipe Group
Bowls and stems

Combined Group Totals:

3156
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Table 3
Summary of Artifact Groups and Classes, Transacts
Combined
Transect Total
Kitchen Group
Ceramics
Wine bottle
Case bottle
Tumbler
Pharmaceutical
Glassware
Kitchenware
Total

531
149
16
1
17
2
2
718

Bone Group
Weight in grams

303.5

Architecture Grow
Window glass
Nails
Spikes
Construction hardware
Total

57
285
1
9
352

Furniture Group
Furniture hardware

0

Arms Group
Lead shot, musitetbel Is
Lead sprue
Total

2
1
3

Claittimamg
Buttons
Buckles
Total

4
1
5

peal Group
Miscellaneous

1

Tobacco Pipe Group
Bowls and stems

56
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Table 3 (continued)
Combined
Transact Total
Activities Group
Toys
Ethnobotanical
Fishing gear
Miscellaneous hardware
Flint debitage
Miscellaneous lead
Total
Combined Group Total:

1
1
1
6
23
2
34
1169
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Table 4
summary of Ceramic Type Frequencies, Frederica Riverfront

Type
Lead glazed earthenware
Slip decorated earthenware
Bristol/Staffordshire slip decorated
Plain delftware
Blue on white delftware
Polychrome delftware
Astbury
Green glazed cream colored ware
Plain creamware
Overglaze red creamware
Black transfer printed creamware
Plain pearlware
Blue hand painted pearlware
Polychrome hand painted pearlware
Transfer printed pearlware
Shell edged pearlware
Annular pearlware
Mocha pearlware
Edge molded pearlware
Miscellaneous pearlware
Whiteware
Blue hand painted whiteware
Blue transfer printed whiteware
Brown transfer printed whiteware
Annular whiteware
Blue shell edged whiteware
Green shell edged whiteware
Flowing blue transfer printed whiteware
Tinted glaze whiteware
Miscellaneous whiteware
Yellow ware
Unidentified refined earthenware
Coarse salt glazed stoneware, various colors
Elera stoneware
Green salt glazed stoneware
Rhenish salt glazed stoneware
White salt glazed stoneware
Slip dipped white salt glazed stoneware
Molded white salt glazed stoneware
Scratch blue salt glazed stoneware
Oriental export porcelain
Plain porcelain
TOTALS

Frequency,
Test Unite

Total

32
4
3
6
1
1
1
2
129
1
0
140
16
35
29
21
5
1
0
1
35
1
2
2
0
2
2
0
3
8
1
0
15
0
0
4
2
0
0
0
16

161
16
118
49
72
9
2
0
757
1
3
255
136
145
125
32
18
0
1
32
57
0
3
1
3
5
5
1
9
1
3
38
106
1
11
6
43
1
4
1
50

193
20
121
55
73
10
3
2
886
2
3
395
152
180
154
53
23
1
1
33
92
1
5
0
3
3
7
7
1
12
9
4
38
121
1
1i
10
45
1
4
1
66

524

2289

2813

Frequency,
Transects

67

Table 5
Mean Ceramic Date Estimates, Frederica Riverfront
Sample Size

/lean Ceramic Date Estimate

Combined transects

448

1804.2

Test Unit 1

109

1799.6

Test Unit 2

643

1780.0

Test Unit 3

687

1794.6

Test Unit 4

326

1804.4

Test Unit 5

126

1796.0

1204

1797.8

Sheet deposit/redeposition, all test units

382

1785.4

Features, all test units

295

1774.9

Test Units 1 through 5

1891

1791.7

Combined test units. transects

2339

1794.1

Context

Plow Zone/disturbed, all test units
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Table 6
Al lometric Constants Used in Calculating Biomass
Taxa

ii

slope ( b)

114.0.

..r:1

Mammal

97

0.90

1.12

0.94

307

0.91

1.04

0.97

3

0.89

0.91

0.89

Turtle

26

0.67

0.51

0.55

Ctiondrichthyes

17

0.86

1.68

0.85

Osteichttn/es

393

0.81

0.90

0.80

511uriformes

36

0.95

1.15

0.87

P leuronectiformes

21

0.89

1.09

0.95

274

0.83

0.93

0.76

Spar idae

22

0.92

0.96

0.98

Sciaenidae

99

0.74

0.81

0.78

Bird
Alligator

Perciformes
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Table 7
Age Categories for Three Species Base on Fusion of Elements

Less than 2 years

Eig
1

At least 2 years
Less than 3 years

1
4

3 years or older

0

Total

Less than 1 year
Mara than 1 year
Less than 2 to 3 years
3 years or older
Total

6
Lb=
1
3
2
0
6

Cat
Less than 1.5 year
At least 1.5 year
Less than 3 to 4 years
3.5 years or older
Total

0
3
3
0
6
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Table 8
Species List From the Frederica Riverfront
MNI
Count
Ul D Mammal
Didelphis yirginiana
opossum
54YEA91.13 sPR
rabbit
Motu VP.
squirrel
RaILL1110M;1iis
Norway rat
it= AffteriCaauS
beer
Psozzob. Isaac
raccoon
Artiodactyl
Bus ficzofa
Pig
nri"ffall tR &glide=
(ter
id=
caw
Caprine
sheep/goat
UlD Bird

Dallis tatilua
thiden
Cathartez spp.
vulture
Alligator nississip iensil
alligator
U1D Turtle
Emydidee
pond turtles
ilLIMED215PP.
pond turtle
LakEleMySIMLIZtill
diamond-back terrapin
Chely&qgrpentine
snapping turtle
Carcherhinidae
requiem sharks
UID Fish
Ariidee
sea catfishes

z

Weight, gms
3551.445
0.53

Biomass
kg
X
50.46
0.01

62.7
0.01

2091
1

1

1.2

6

2

2.4

1.16

0.027

0.03

1

1

1.2

0.18

0.006

0.01

1

1

1.2

0.27

0.008

0.01

1

1

1.2

5.0

0.11

0.1

4

3

3.7

4.96

0.118

0.2

1.8
6.01

2.2
7.5

21
143

12

14.6

94.73
337.785

29

8

9.8

194.565

3.49

4.3

43

10

12.2

882.625

14.08

17.5

3

2

2.4

13.75

0.3

0.4

0.113
0.08

0.1
0.1

8
4

3

3.7

5.63
3.935

1

1

1.2

2.28

0.04

0.05

4

2

2.1

30.61

0.40

0.5

31.76
1.765

0.51
0.05

0.6
0.06

98
6
28

2

2.4

12.01

0.18

0.2

10

3

3.7

12.285

0.23

0.3

1

1

1.2

0.87

0.03

0.04

2

2

2.4

0.34

0.05

0.06

72.435
3.92

161
14

71

1.2717 1.6
0.077
0.1

Table 8 (continued)
MN1
Count
&dm fells
harrtiead catfish
Beam Mei=
gafftopsail catfish
&chum= ProlmtocePhaill
sheepsheed
Sciaenidae
drums
Qtalaridab sPP.
seetrout
Pro/aim
is
black drum
11a1112
red drum
r11191 1 sPP.
mullet
EarliliCiltea spp.
flounder
Ul D bone
Total

z

Weight, gms

Biro=
kg
X

20

7

8.5

4.595

0.128

0.2

17

4

4.9

4.7

0.056

0.07

8

5

6.1

2.285

0.04

0.05

3.11

0.12

0.2

3
1

1

1.2

0.41

0.02

0.02

68

5

6.1

27.135

0.528

0.7

2

2

2.4

2.17

0.08

0.1

3

2

2.4

0.13

0.006

0.01

1

1

1.2

0.14

0.005

0.01

1153.52
2804

82

6463.035

72

80.4337

Table 9
Artifact and Bone Densities From Six Sites
Area Excavated
10121
Artifact frequency

Bone Weight
(in rams)

ArtifeLts/Bone
=Lai2

lila
Frederica Riverfront, Transects

19.75

1169

303.5

59.2/15.4

Frederica Riverfront, Test Units

19.5a

5423

6521.0

278.1/334.4

Hird Sited

111.5

12647

37650.0

113.4/337.7

Dobree Sited

465.0

43142

29845.8

92.8/64.2

3.5

156

35.9

44.6/10.3

Charleston Center Sited

250.2

8858

18746.5

35.4/74.9

Telfair Site

137.5

51535

45198.0

374.8/328.7

Oglethorpe Sited

a Two test units contained 50 X 50 cm transect tests, thereby reducing the total excavation area by 0.5m2.
bFrom Honerkamp (1980).
CFrom Honerkamp (1984).
dFrom Honerkamp, Council , and Will (1982).
eFrom Honerkamp, Council, and Fairbanks (1983).
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Table 10
Comparison of Total Artifact and Bone Materials from Three Sites
Provenience
Lie

feat=

platrzone/Sheet Deposit

Riverfront Artifactsa

4512
(83.2%)

911
(16.8%)

Riverfront Bone

4559.2 g
(69.9%)

1961.8 g
(30.1%)

Hird Artifacts

10588
(77.6%)

3059
(22.4%)

Hird Bone

16136.1g
(42.9%)

21514.5g
(57.1%)

Dobree Artifacts

35173
(81.5%)

7969
(18.5%)

Dobree Bone

13863.3 g
( 46.4%)

15982.5 g
(53.6%)

aRiverfront sample is from test units only. Values fo• the Hird and Dobree sites are taken from Honerkamp
(1980).
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Table 11
Summary of Slave Versus Planter Vertebrate Remains
Slave Deposits (n=5)
X
MNI

Planter deposits (n=5)
X
MN!

Domestic Mammals

89

20.5

94

17.3

Domestic Birds

13

3.0

29

5.3

Wild Mammals

107

24.7

80

14.7

9

2.1

19

3.5

Turtles and Alligstors

45

10.4

93

17.1

Fish, Sharks, and Rays

159

36.6

201

37.0

12

2.8

27

5.0

Wild Birth

Commensal Species
Totals

434

543

Table 12
Summary of Urban Versus Rural Vertebrate Remains
Urban Deposits (n=4)
MNI
X

Rural deposit (n=12)
X
MNI

Domestic Mammals

140

31.0

195

18.3

Domestic Birth

102

22.6

44

4.1

Wild Mammals

36

8.0

211

19.8

Wild Birds

28

6.2

33

3.1

Turtles and Alligators

26

5.8

146

13.7

Fish, Sharks, and Rays

73

16.2

393

36.8

Commensal Species

47

10.4

46

4.3

Totals

452

1068
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Table 13

Comparison of Vertebrate Remains from Two Rural Sites
Parland Freedmarta
z
MNI

Cannon's Point Overseer b
z
MNI

Domestic Mammals

9

19.6

3

6.7

Domestic Birds

1

2.2

1

2.2

Wild Mammals

20

43.5

4

8.9

Wild Birds

2

4.4

3

6.7

Turtles and Alligators

4

8.7

4

8.9

Fishes

7

15.2

26

57.8

Commensal Species

3

6.5

4

8.9

45

46

Totals

aFrom Johnson ( 1978).
bFrom Otto ( 1975).

Table 14
Summary of Vertebrate Remains from Frederica Riverfront
MN1
#

Domestic Mammals

Biomass
%

kg

Z

24

29.3

20.39

78.3

Domestic Birds

3

3.7

0.08

0.3

Wild Mammals

16

19.5

3.76

14.5

Wild Birds

0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Turtles and Alligators

8

9.8

0.84

3.2

29

35.4

0.91

3.5

2

2.4

0.048

0.23

Fishes
Commensal Speciesa
Totals

82

26.028

dincludm vulture (Cathartes spp.).
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Table 15
Bone Elements identified from Frederica Riverfront

h
e
a
d

f
o
✓
a
q
u
a
✓
t
a
r
5

f
o
r
a
f
e
e

h
i
n
d
q
u
a
r
t
a
r

h
i
a
d
f
e
a

f
e
e

t

5

t.

t

Opossum
Rabbit

4

Squirrel

1

1

1

T
0

T

6

1

i
i

1

Bear

1

1

4

4

Pig

135

2

1

Deer

10

6

2

Cow

24

1

10

1

1

Caprine

A
L

1

Rat

Raccoon

v
a
r
t
a
b
r
a
a

1

4

3

6

1

2

1

5

1

77

143
1

29
43
3

Table 16
Modified Bones from Frederica Riverfront

Hacked

Gnawed

.fie.

Burned

40

182

1

5

235

Artiodactyl

2

2

Pig

1

2

1

Deer

2

4

2

Cow

2

3

2

Sui.
UID Mammal

Caprine

1

Chicken

1

I
1

UID Turtle

1

Emydidae

2

UID Fish

1
1

Gafftopsail
Totals

48

195

7

6

239

Table 17
Empirical Artifact Profiles for Five Sites

Artifact 0=
Kitchen
Architecture
Furniture
Arms
Clothing
Personal
Tobacco pipe
Activities

Riverfronte
68.1
20.3
0.04
0.5
0.8
0.2
7.2
2.7

Dabreab
53.5
28.4
0.08
0.8
0.5
0.05
13.6
3.0

Hirt
61.2
23.4
0.07
1.1
0.7
0.07
11.9
1.6

Aletigued
72.3
18.6
0.2
0.2
0.0
0.2
7.1
1.1

8Includes both transact and test unit data (Tables 2 end 3).

bFrom Honerkamp (1980:242).
bFrom Honerkamp (1980:243).
talculated from Honerkamp ( 1984:13).
eCalculated from Honerkamp, Council, and Fairbanks ( 1983:127,128).
(Range proposed for Carolina Artifact Pattern (South 1977:107).
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Tel faire
73.5
20.6
0.2
0.1
1.6
0.1
3.2
0.4

Modell
51.8-69.2
19.7-31.4
0.1-0.6
0.1-1.2
0.6-5.4
0.1-0.5
1.8-13.9
0.9-2.7

